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CURRENT TOPICS. 





We print elsewhere the order assigning fifty witness actions 
from the list of Mr. Justice Currry to the “‘ additional judge of the 
Chancery Division,’’ Mr. Justice Fret, for the purpose of hearing 
the same or any application therein. It will be seen that our 
statement last week of the actions which were likely to be assigned 
was accurate. 





Mr. Justice Fretp commenced his sittings as an additional 
judge of the Chancery Division on Thursday; and had the mis- 
fortune, in the very first case, to have before him a plaintiff in 
person. Numerous applications were made for postponements of 
eases in the day’s list, on the ground that the parties were not 
ready, but only two of these applications were granted. 





Tue Covncit of the Incorporated Law Society have just issued 
to the members of the society an extremely useful pamphlet. It 
contains a digest of the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 1881, and of 
the General Order made under it ; of decisions of the court upon the 
Act and Order; of opinions of eminent counsel taken on various 
important points in the interests of the society, and of the opinions of 
the council on points and questions which have been submitted tothem 
as having arisen in actual practice down to the end of 1884. The 
Act and Order are taken us the main text, and the various decisions 
and opinions are appended in the shape of notes, immediately 
following in each case the particular section or rule referred to. 
The source of every note is clearly indicated in the margin, so that 
no one can confuse an opinion of the council with a decision of the 
court or vice versd ; and a very full and well-arranged index renders 
it an easy matter to look up any particular point. Many a dis- 
tracted solicitor will, if we are not much mistaken, welcome this 
pamphlet as affording him great practical assistance in solving the 
problems which often arise in the application of the Act and 
Order to the facts of particular cases. It has evidently been 
compiled with great care and discrimination, and reflects much 
credit on a body of gentlemen whose gratuitous labours do not 
always receive the recognition which they merit from the pro- 
fession. We shall probably return hereafter to a consideration 
of some of the opinions given by the council on moot points relating 
to the Order. . 





THe reMARKs which lately appeared in an evening contem- 
porary with reference to our announcement as to the latest 
additions to the Benchers of Lincoln’s-inn were not perfectly 
accurate. The Benchers of that society have never relinquished 
their right to invite to the bench any member of the Inn of 
sufficient eminence, professional or otherwise, and at the com- 
mencement of the present century more than half of the Benchers 
had never worn a silk gown. It had, however, by that time 
come to be an accepted doctrine that the rank of King’s Counsel was, 
in itself, a sufficient distinction to warrant an invitation to the 
bench, and the great and continuous increase in the number of 
creations brought about so rapid an extension of the number of 
Benchers that it was found necessary, first, to restrict the invita- 
tions outside the rank of Queen’s Counsel to Privy Councillors who 
held certain high offices, and then to limit the total number of the 
Benchers to seventy, thus excluding from that position several (at 
present six) of the junior Queen’s Counsel forthe time being. We 
are unable, without reference to the records, to state the precise 
number of members of the Inn, other than Queen’s Counsel, who have 





been invited to the bench within the present century, but they 
certainly considerably exceed the two named in the article in ques- 
tion. Besides these we can mention offhand Mr. C. W. W. Wrnx, 
who was invited on being made Chancellor of the Duchy of Lan- 
caster ; the late Vice-Chancellor Wickens, Sir Epwarp Ryan, who 
was invited on his return from India, and Lord Justice Bowzn 
and Mr. Justice Maruew, none of whom were ever Queen’s Coun- 
sel. There has been, we believe, for some years a growing desire, 


at least among the junior Benchers, to extend the area of practical — 


choice to the entire bar, but the number of Queen’s Counsel out- 
side the bench, and awaiting admission, has been felt to be a prac- 
tical difficulty : the contrivance by which that difficulty has been 
avoided or overcome is, we have reason to believe, mainly due to 
the ingenuity of a learned judge, at whose instance a committee 
was appointed to inquire into the practicability of the proposal, 
and settle a scheme ; but we have no reason to believe that he was, 
in any respect, the author of the “change,” except in so far as 
every motion must stand in the name of someone as mover. 
Unless we are much mistaken, the question had been favourably 
entertained by a large section of the Benchers, and only temporarily 
postponed on account of the difficulty above mentioned, some time 
before the learned judge became a member of the bench. 





In tHE course of ‘his sittings in chambers in 1883 Mr. Justice 
Fretp laid down a general rule as to the costs of a sheriff in inter- 
pleader proceedings. That rule was laid down in Searle v. 
Matthews (28 Soricrrors’ Journat, 47), and was as follows :— 
‘‘ Where an order is made on the application of a sheriff, he is 
entitled to his costs from the period at which he has been called 
into interpleading action—that is to say, he is entitled, as 
against an unsuccessful claimant, to costs and possession-money 
from the time of the notice of claim or from the time of sale, 
whichever would be first; and where a sheriff is ordered to with- 
draw, he is entitled to costs as against the execution creditor from 
the time at which the latter authorized the carrying on of the 
interpleader proceedings—that is, generally, from the return of the 
interpleader summons.” This rule is said to have been acted upon 
by other judges at chambers, but we believe that before this week 
it has never been discussed in a divisional court. On Monday last, 
however, the question of sheriffs’ costs in an interpleader proceed- 
ing came before the Divisional Court in the case of Koch v. 
Ullman ; Grosvenor Bank, Claimants, in which, under the special 
circumstances of the case, the court refused to give the sheriff his 
costs. The three judges who composed the court (Grove, 
Manisry, and Lorzs, JJ.), without giving any decision upon the 
general rule laid down in Searle v. Matthews, expressly reserved 
to themselves the right of re-considering that rule if the point 
should arise in any future case, and expressed a doubt as to 
whether the sheriff would be entitled to his costs from the execu- 
tion creditor where the judgment debtor’s goods seized are sufficient 
to satisfy both the execution creditor and the claimant. 





THE READER will see by the report which appears in another 
column that the decision of Mr. Justice Kay in Jn re Dickson, 
Hill v. Grant, was affirmed on Monday last by the Court of 
Appeal. It will be remembered that the principal question at 
issue was whether, by virtue of section 43, sub-section (1), of 
the Conveyancing Act, 1881, income of property could be applied 
towards the maintenance of an infant, when the infant, though 
contingently entitled to the corpus on attaining the age of twenty- 
one years, was not even contingently entitled to the intermediate 
income. Mr. Justice Kay and the Court of Appeal have concurred 
in holding that, under such circumstances, the intermediate income 
cannot be so applied. We sincerely rejoice that the learned judges 
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have felt themselves able to arrive at this conclusion, though we 
should not ourselves have been able to arrive at it. We have 
previously stated the difficulties which obstruct the path to that 
conclusion (supra, pp. 110, 126), and we do not propose to 
recapitulate what we then said. It is enough to say that the 
decision of the court attributes to the Legislature an act of patent 
and altogether gratuitous folly, in having changed the language of 
the former enactment without having any intention to change its 
meaning ; the change in the language being such as not only to 
suggest, but deliberately to express, an altered meaning, and 
acquiring a peculiar emphasis from the circumstances under which 
it was made. But the practical result of admitting that the mean- 
ing had been changed would, in this particular case and in others 
like it, have been so serious, that we are very well satisfied to be 
authorized to shut our eyes and be thankful for what we have 
received. The result in the particular case before us would 
practically have been, by a retrospective enactment, to confiscate a 
previously vested interest in property. We have not the slightest 
doubt that, if the question of the Act’s meaning had first come up 
for decision under circumstances which practically involved no 
hardship, the decision would have been different; a conclusion 
which is confirmed by the remarkable fact that Mr. Justice Kay 
himeelf in a previous case (Jn re Judkins’ Trusts, 32 W. R. 407, 
L. BR. 25 Ch. D. 743), expressed obiter an opinion diametrically 
opposed to his own decision in Jn re Dickson. The observations 
of the learned judges of the Court of Appeal practically amount to 
saying that the Legislature had, indeed, said something, but that 
they could not possibly have meant it; and we think it a misfor- 
tune and a public evil that the courts should be in a manner 
compelled to decide that black means white, for want of a little 
more care, or a little less meddling, in the drafting of an Act of 
Parliament. It is only right to add that the words which have 
caused all this difficulty did not appear in the Bill as originally 
introduced by Lord Carmys. 








Tue casz of In rz Hiram Cosedge, reported in our last week’s 
issue, and with reference to which an explanatory letter will be | 
found elsewhere, as to one of the points argued in it, indicates what | 
is often a source of real and genuine embarrassment to solicitors. 
A client may have occasion to consult his solicitor at one time on | 
different matters possessing not the smallest connection with each 
other, and as to which, but for the identity of the client, there 
would be the clearest possible right to make separate charges. 
Ought the solicitor’s scale of charge for attendances, then, to be 
dependent on the accident of his advising Smith and Jones suc- 
cessively on two matters, or Smith alone on the same two matters ? 
Taxing masters are prone to take this view of the matter; but we | 
fail to see that it is consistent with any logical principle. Our own | 
opinion is that the matter admits of no very hard and fast rules. 
There are no doubt circumstances in which the multiplication of 
charges for attendances upon the client falling within the compass of 
the interview would bear very unfairly on the client ; and, ontheother | 
hand, it is easy to conceive of cases in which the principle of re- 
munerating the solicitor by the hour for his interviews with each 
client, without any reference to the extent and variety of the 
ground covered in the time, would be ludicrously unjust to the 
former. And lying between these extremes will come, of neces- 
sity, a large number of instances as to which it is difficult to say 
om which side the scales should incline. It is, in short, essentially 
s matter of discretion. Unfortunately, however, when discretion 
passes from the solicitor to the taxing master it is rather apt to 
melt way before a habit of thought applied, as it were, to bills of 
conte im the gross, and not easy to shake by arguments founded 
upon the individual circumstances of the particular case. 








Last issce 2 correspondent put certain questions with 


ils 


eck 


communication from him. 


+4 


readers bave hitherto shown « lamentable “ shyness” 


(probably not due to lack of understanding) in replying to his 
questions. As the matter is of considerable general interest, we re- 
quested a learned contributor, familiar with the subject, to favour 
us with his opinion, and he writes as follows:--‘‘It appears 
to me that the proper course is for the purchaser to receive from 
the vendor the printed specifications of the patents, together with 
full particulars—an abstract in short—of any assignments, licences, 
or other dealings with the patent rights. He should then, on 
these materials, obtain the opinion of a competent patent agent 
upon the validity of the patents, and he should search the register 
for material entries; should require proof of the payment of any 
periodical fees which might have fallen due, and which were 
necessary to keep the patents alive; and, with respect to patents 
granted prior to 1883, should ascertain the facts with respect to 
foreign patents granted for the same invention. With respect to 
the assignment, the purchaser should, I think, require the parti- 
cipation of the foreign beneficial owner of the patents, as well as 
of the English agents; the latter would give mere trustees’ 
covenants, the former ought to give the usual vendors’ covenants. 
The original letters patent ought to be handed over on completion. 
With respect to the point raised by your correspondent regarding 
a supposed difference between section 35 of the Patent Law 
Amendment Act, 1852, and section 87 of the Patents Act, 1883, 
I do not think there is much in it. The section of the older Act 
requires the entry in the register of proprietors of all matters 
relating to assignments, licences, or other things affecting the 
proprietorship, and certified copies of entries are to be 
prima facie evidence of the matter certified; and it is provided 
that, until such entry is made, the grantee shall be deemed to be 
the sole and exclusive proprietor. So that the register never was, 
as your correspondent supposes, ‘‘ conclusive evidence of the title,” 
but only primd facie evidence (see Green’s Patent, 24 Beay. 145). 
The present Act requires registration as before, and gives the 
person for the time being entered in the register as proprietor, 
subject to any rights appearing from the register to be vested in 
any other person, absolute power to assign, grant licences as to, 
or otherwise deal with, the patent, with power to give receipts. 
Equities are saved, but that seems to have been equally the case 
under the old Act, and the rights of the registered proprietor appear 


| to be much more explicitly stated in the new enactment than in 
| the old one.” 





Tue provisions of R. S. C., 1883, ord. 55, r. 2, which prescribe 
the business to be disposed of in chambers by judges of the 
Chancery Division, do not effectually attain the desired object, 
which we apprehend to be the saving of expense to suitors, com- 
bined with the due administration of justice between parties. In 
Mr. Justice Currry’s court, on Thursday, the 5th instant, an 
adjourned summons, in In re John Poole’s Estate, was in the paper 
for hearing. This was an application under sub-section 7 of ord. 
55, r. 2, for payment out to the persons entitled of compensation 
money paid into court by a railway company under the provisions 
of the Lands Consolidation Act, 1845. It is not material here to 
state what was the decision in chambers, nor the reasons why the 
application was adjourned into court. The difficulty arose in court 
from the fact that nothing upon the face of the summons showed 
how the several persons derived their title, which was somewhat 
involved ; and, therefore, it became a matter of research to know 
what it was necessary should be proved for the purpose of establish- 
ing the claim of each person entitled to a distributive share of the 
fund. When these applications were made by petition the whole 
story could be read as a consecutive narrative, and the judge was 
able to ascertain from the lips of counsel whether each step was 
proved by sufficient evidence, and was thus enabled to leave it to 
the registrar to see that the evidence bore out the statements of 
the petition. Mr. Justice Curry stated that in Mis chambers he 
always required the parties to carry in a statement, which he 


corre _ intended should take the place of the petition, but which the 
the course which it was advisable for 4 person to take | 


learned judge characterized as “usually very like a badly drawn 


purchasing Uritish patents granted (some before and some | petition.” Some of these matters are so important that it would 


as 
ince the Patents Act, 1442, to English patent agents on behalf | appear advisable in every case, other than the most simple, that the 
2 subject A the United States, there resident, and in respect of | ° y ’ pie, 


terms of the summons should be in the same shape as, and as 


Our correspondent asked for the | fully stated as in, @ petition; and we might go further 
ye A readers familiar with the wubject ; but we regret to say - is ta 


and express the opinion that, if a case of the sort isto be com- 
meneell in chambers and adjourned into court, it might, after all, 
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be far less expensive to commence it by eae in the first instance, 
and it would be convenient that the judges should be permitted to 
exercise a discretion in that direction. 





Tae READER Will find in Cottrell v. Cottrell (33 W. R. 361) a 
report of what is believed to be the first case that has arisen under 
section 34 of the Settled Land Act, 1882, which provides for 
apportionment between the tenant for life and the remainderman 
in respect to purchase-money which has arisen from the sale either 
of a lease or a reversion forming part of the settled estate. In 
this case the property which had been sold consisted of the rever- 
sion upon a lease for a term of sixty years, commencing with 
1851, at an annual rent of £200; and the purchase-money paid for 
this interest was the sum of £10,000; and that sum, when 
invested in New £3 per Cent. Annuities, yields an income of 
almost exactly £300 per annum. The Act directs that, under such 
circumstances, such investments, accumulations, &c., shall be made 
as “will give to the parties interested in that money the like 
benefit therefrom as they might lawfully have had from the lease 
is or reversion in respect whereof the money was paid, or as 
near thereto as may be.’’ Mr. Justice Kay held that these require- 
ments would best be satisfied by awarding to the tenant for life 
only £200 per annum, and directing the surplus income to be 
accumulated. He observed that the purchase-money could not 
have been paid only in consideration of the rent, because nobody 
would give £300 a year in perpetuity in exchange for £200 a year 
for five-and-twenty years, and therefore the surplus must be laid to 
the account of the value of the reversion. At all events, it would 
be difficult to deny that, so far as the tenant for life is concerned, 
the learned judge’s decision very well conforms to the words of the 
Act; for it undoubtedly gave her the very sum which, during the 
term, she ‘‘ might lawfully have had from the reversion ”’ if it had 
not been sold. It is interesting to notice that the land sold was 
situated in Leicester-square, and that the settlement had been made 
by the will of a gentleman named Turx. This will recall to our 
readers the name of a very famous case, in which that locality 
played a very conspicuous part. 








A case of a peculiar nature (says the Calcutta correspondent of the 
Times) is likely to occupy the attention of the Indian courts shortly. 
About three years ago, the Secretary of State resolved to reduce the 
salaries of the Calcutta High Court judges to the level of those paid to 
the Madras and Bombay judges—the reduction, of course, to have only a 
——- effect. Before the resolution was a three gentlemen, 

essrs. Norris, Pigot, and O’Kinealy, were offered and accepted a - 
shipr in the Calcutta Court, but they did not take their seats un er 
the resolution appeared. They have been paid at the reduced rate. Mr. 
Norris contends that, having accepted the office in ignorance of the 

roposed reduction, he is entitled to the old rate of pay, and he is said to 

ave obtained high legal authority in support of his contention. He 
offered to submit the matter to the arbitration of the law officers of the 
Crown in England, but Lord Kimberley declined this offer, and Mr. 
Norris has accordingly given formal notice’of his intention to bring an 
— to recover the difference between the original and the reduced 
rate. 


A Chicago legal journal gives the following account of the manner in 
which the Supreme Court of the United States arrives at its decisions :— 
‘*Each member of the court takes the ‘trial book,’ which consists of the 
record and briefs in the case, examines it independently, and comes to a 
preliminary conclusion. All the judges then meet in the conference 
room, and state their conclusions and com their views. If they differ 
as to law or fact, the difference is discu until a conclusion is reached. 
After that the case is assigned by the Chief Justice to some member of the 
court to write the opinion, and the different members do not know what 
cases will be sent to them until they receive a note of the assignment. 
After the opinion is written it must be read in conference and receive the 
Fs gem of the court, and on the following Monday it is announced and 

e judgment entered. It is said to be extremely rare in the history of 
the court that any mistake of fact in the record has been pointed out in a 
petition for a Pehoaring. Most of sach petitions reat on disputed points 
of law. Although the court is in session but four hours each day, and holds 
no session on Baturda , it can readily be seen that to accomplish the work 
which has been described is more than can be done within the ordinar 
hours of labour, The result is that the entire bench is seriously an 
continuously over-worked, and would find it impossible to continue the 
labours imposed upon its members without the recuperation obtained 
during the summer vacation, As is well known, it requires between three 
and four years now to reach a case in regular order on the docket of the 
Supreme Court,”’ 





RETURN OF ARTICLED CLERK’S 
PREMIUM ON DEATH OF SOLICITOR. 


Tue decision of Mr. Justice Pearson in the recent case of Ferns v. 
Carr (33 W. R. 363), refusing to order the return of any part of 
the premium paid for an articled clerk on the death, two years 
before the expiration of the articles, of the solicitor to whom 
he was articled, though it contributes towards the settlement of 
a question of great doubt, does not settle it. For, contrary to the 
habit of this admirable judge, he not only shows symptoms of 
considerable hesitation as to his decision, but, if he is correctly 
reported, he is not so happy as usual in his statement of the 
reasons for it. He is reported to have said, first, that ‘‘con- 
sidering the way in which law and equity have been fused, in 
order that the same rules may prevail in the administration of 
both,” he thought he ought to decide according to the rule of 
law, according to which no action can be maintained for a 
return of any part of the premium. Now, as we shall 
hereafter see, the main point of doubt is whether there is 
not a rule of equity with reference to the matter in 
question in conflict with the legal rule; if there is, then 
“the way in which law and equity have been fused” cer- 
tainly does not contemplate the triumph of the legal rule. 
But, after all, the learned judge does not appear to base his 
decision entirely on the rule of law, for he proceeded to say that, 
even if he were to consider what part of the premium should be 
returned, he “should find it very difficult to determine that an 
part ought to be returned ; but, if so, it would be a very ne | 
part,” the clerk having served and been instructed for three out of 
the five years of the articles. And the learned judge concludes 
his judgment as follows :—‘‘ Under these circumstances I must 
decide, though not without some doubt in consequence of former 
decisions, that this court has no authority, after a large portion of 
the term has been served, to order a return of any part of the 
premium.’ The result seems to be that we have the opinion of a 
learned judge, whose opinions are held in high respect, that no 
part of the premium ought to be recoverable back in case of the 
death of the solicitor before the expiration of the articles; but 
the decision is only that where a large portion of the term has been 
served the court will not order any part of the premium to be re- 
turned. We can hardly hope to clear up a question which appears 
to Mr. Justice Pearson to be involved in so much doubt, but it 
may be worth while to draw attention to the state of the authori- 
ties upon the subject. 


Thirty-five years ago Lord Cottenham remarked it was singular 
that there should be so little modern authority upon the question 
whether, where a solicitor to whom a clerk had been articled died 
before the expiration of the apprenticeship, a court of equity had 
power to order part of the premium to be repaid. He said that, 
‘as early as the time of Vernon and Finch, no question seems te 
have been raised as to the jurisdiction of courts of equity to 
entertain claims of this sort ; and such claims appear not only to 
have been carried to the extent now required, but a great 
further.’’ He referred to Newton v. Rowse (1 Vern. 460) as *‘a 
distinct and decided authority in favour of the jurisdiction of this 
court,” and pointed out that, in Hale v. Wedd (2 Bro. C. C. 78), 
“no opinion was expressed against the jurisdiction.” In the case 
before him (Hirst v. Zolson, 2 Mac. & G. 134) he held that the 
court had jurisdiction to entertain a claim for the return of 
of the premium on the death of the solicitor during the articles ; 
that such claim was “certainly a debt at law, and I think 
also a debt in equity,” and was payable out of the assets of the 
deceased solicitor. 


It is clear that Lord Cottenham was wrong in supposing that the 
claim for the return of part of the ium constituted a debt at law. 
There are two grounds on which it was settled by the common law 
courts that no action could be maintained at law for such a claim, 
In the first place, the general rule of law is that where there is only 
a partial failure of consideration, no part of the money paid under a 
contract can be recovered back; and, secondly, the contract between 
a solicitor and his articled clerk being a mere personal undertaking, 
is subject to an implied condition that both parties should so long 
live. These grounds will be found fully set out and disoussed in 
the judgments in Whincup v. Hughes (19 W. BR. 489, L. RG 
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follow the decision in Hirst v. Toleon, which Bovill, C.J., said was 
based on 9 misapprehension of the law on the subject. 

No doubt Lord Cottenham misapprehended the legal rule, but 
did he base his decision upon it? In other words, did he merely 
decide that the plaintiff, having a legal claim, need not seek his 
temedy in a court of law, but might obtain it in a court 
equity? or did he decide that, whether the plaintiff had 

had not a legal claim, according to the doctrines of 
aity he was entitled to relief? In Whincup v. Hughes, 
, Clearly—and, perhaps, also Montague 
Smith, J.—seem to understand Hirst v. Tolson as laying down a 
doctrine of equity ; while, on the other hand, Bovill, C.J., in the 
same case, and apparently also Pearson, J., in the recent cuse, 
construe the decision in Hirst v. Tolson in the first of the senses 
above mentioned. We must frankly confess that, after reading 

Lord Cottenham’s judgment, we are unable to satisfy 
ourselves beyond question which of these interpretations is correct ; 
bat we think, on the whole, that it may be gathered from Lord 
Cottenham’s observations (see 2 Mac. & G. 138) that he meant to 
oe a doctrine of equity. But the early cases on which he 
relied do not seem to afford any substantial basis for such a doc- 
trme. In Scam v. Bowden (Finch, 396), where a bill was filed 
against the executors of a solicitor for the return of part of a 
premium paid by an articled clerk, it appears that the executors 
said they would be willing to do whatever the court should direct 
im the matter—that is to say, the matter was not contested. 
The singular decision in Vewfon v. Rowse (1 Vern. 460), where 
the court gave the apprentice a larger part of the premium than he 
had stipulated for in his contract, is shown by reference to the 
registrar's book (see the note in Raithby’s edition of Vernon) to 
have ert on the ground of fraudulent misrepresentation. 
We think it may be concluded that the early cases are in reality 
no authorities at all for the supposed doctrine of equity, and that 


the doubtful expressions of Lord Cottenham in Hirst v. Tolson | 


are the only basis for such a doctrine. 

There remains a third ground on which the jurisdiction to order 
a return of a part of the premium paid with an articled clerk has 
been based—the summary jurisdiction of the court over its officers. 
Tn Ez parte Prankerd (3 B. & Ald. 257), where the clerk 
had run away and the solicitor refused to take him back; and in 
Ex Bayley (9 B. & C. 691), where the court held that the 
was “‘in reality and in conscience” bound to two 
partners, the survivor of whom could not take him, the 
jedges of the common law courts described this jurisdic- 
fiom as “to be exercised according to law and conscience, and 
pt by any technical ” and in exercise of it apportioned 
he paid by the articled clerk. But in Jn re Thompson 
(4 Ex 864) the Court of Exchequer refused, in exercise of this 
a, to order a solicitor to repay any portion of a premium 
& 200 guineas received by him with an articled clerk who had 
within « month after he was articled. And in the recent 
Mz. Justice Pearson has expressed his strong disapproval of 
of this summary jurisdiction to compel the return of 
of the premium paid with an articled clerk on the death of 
solicitor. “I must confess,” he said, ‘‘that I do not quite 
undexstand what that jurisdiction is. If it is that solicitors are 
icers of the court; that the court has « summary jurisdiction 
over them in matters relating to the business of the court, and that 
& cam exercise it promptly, I can understand that. But I cannot 
understand any ‘paternal or masterful jurisdiction’ which enables 
the evurt to construe 2 contract between a solicitor and a third 
pereon im 2 way different from that in which a contract between 
Chaz persons would be construed, or to say that the solicitor has 
cmtrattel to do ome thing, but the court must make him. do 
amther which it omsiders more honourable. This would be to 
ds what has been spoken of as making the law administered in 

me with the length of the Chancellor's foot.” 
On , we think that, when the question comes before 
a ovat A , the probabilitics are that it will be decided that, 
mn and im no court, cam any portion of the premium 
rah am atticled clerk be recovered back on the death of the 
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THE ORGANIZATION OF A SOLICITOR’S 
OFFICE. 


Il.—ORGANIZATION WITH SPECIAL REFERENCE TO 
CONTENTIOUS BUSINESS. 


KNOWLEDGE OF THE PRACTICE. 


Ir is not a very uncommon thing to hear a solicitor observe in a 
light and airy manner that he does not pretend to know much about 
the practice in contentious work ; and it may, perhaps, be said, with- 
out offence or injustice, that, as a matter of fact, a good many 
solicitors, whether they confess it or glory in it or maintain a discreet 
silence concerning it, as the case may be, do know very little about 
the practice. Whether, in the adjustment of the machinery of a 
solicitor’s office, this particular sort of ignorance on the part of the 
principal is a source of practical mischief depends a good deal, from 
one point of view, on the nature of his business, and, from another 
point of view, on the meaning to be attributed to the word 
* practice,” and the extent to which, whatever the meaning given to it 
may be, the principal’s shortcomings are supplied by his staff. 

The first of these propositions, which obviously applies only toa 
very limited class in the profession, is too self-evident to need any 
observation. If from choice or force of circumstances a solicitor does 
not undertake any contentious work, neither he nor his clients can 
come to any harm from his want of familiarity with practice which 
affects only that class of work. If he does very little, his ignorance 
will have a correspondingly small field within which to display itself. 
The matter is in this aspect simply one of proportion. 

But, putting that view aside and taking the very much larger class 
of solicitors who, as a matter of course, undertake contentious business, 
there is a good deal to be said on the subject to which we have 
devoted this article. 





In order to come to a sound conclusion it is always necessary, first, 
to be clear as to the facts. We will suppose, then, that a solicitor 
says he is, or is, in fact, though he does not say so, ignorant of the 
practice. What is implied in that observation? Does it mean that 
the solicitor really knows nothing of the various interlocutory appli- 
| cations which may be made in an action, and some of which are 
| appropriate in one case and some in another; of the mode in which 
| information within the knowledge of the adversary, necessary for the 

prosecution or defence of the litigation, may be gained; of the 

appropriate language in which to frame any document which is in the 

| least out of the run of printed forms ; of the right tactics to be adopted 
| in order to derive the greatest amount of assistance from the powers 
| reposed in court, judge, or master—in short, of the proper mode 
of conducting a case from start to finish? If this is meant, we think 
that a heavy indictment lies against our imaginary solicitor, on the 
| ground that he holds himself out to his clients as possessing the 
| requisite skill and knowledge for conducting their contentious business 
| when he is in fact devoid of it. The culprit may appeal to the fact that 
| he is in the habit of resorting to the universal refuge for incompetence 
| —counsel. We answer without mercy that the plea will not avail. 
| Counsel do not sit in the solicitor’s chair to guide his tongue and 
in his communications with his client and with the opposing 

| forces. They can only render him intermittent aid at particular 
junctures of the litigation. They may map out the journey before 

im, and provide sign-posts on the way, and even give him asupporting 

arm at intervals, but they cannot oblige him further by permitting 
| him to see with their eyes or walk with their legs. And, again, even 
within the limits in which counsel’s aid may be available, how is the 
solicitor, who is ignorant of practice in the sense which we are 
| supposing, to seize always on the right moment for resorting to this 
| form of assistance ? it he has no perception of the fact that 
| this or that point may possibly or probably be best dealt with 
by some mode of proceeding authorized by rules of practice in 
| force at the time, is there not a strong ad yeger that the right 
| moment for taking the step may be allowed to glide past him, and 
| that he may fail to resort to the aid of counsel because he will have 
| been unaware that there was any occasion for doing so? And, once 
| more, the vg ep of counsel costs money to the client, and while 
| it is none the proper for a solicitor to procure their advice 
| from time to time in the course of conducting his contentious business, 
| he certainly has no sort of right to make his client pay for the mantle 
under which he conceals his own shortcomings., Lastly, there are 
| many cases in which the amount at stake, or the finances or disposi- 
| tion of the client, renders it impossible for @ solicitor to om oy 
counsel except so far as may be absolutely indispensable, and in whic 
| he soust, therefore, rely largely ov his own unaided powers. 

But, next, it may be urged by our indicted solicitor that he keeps a 
| competent staff of clerks, and relies upon them #o far as matters of 
are concerned, This is « much more effective defence. So 
| far as the client is concerned, if his business is well done, it cannot 
| make amy practical difference to him in what proportions the merit 
| maybe divisible as between principal and clork, From the solicitor’s 
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this vicarious 


wn point of view, however, we cannot regard 
iui 04 of practice still in the 


ion of knowledge of practice—speaking 
same sense—as creditable or satisfactory. It may well be that, in view of 
other claims upon a principal’s time and attention, many matters of 


practice may with excellent advantage be deputed by him to clerks. 
But he should at least possess the general knowledge of, and familiar- 
arity with, the practice, which will enable him to direct and, if need 
be, criticise or find fault. He should be able to do many = 
which it does not, perhaps, answer his purpose to do in fact. e 
relations of principal and clerk, where the former is incompetent to 
form an opinion as to the quality of the work done by the latter, can 
never be really on a sound footing. 

But ignorance of practice does not by any means necessarily imply 
all that we have been cuppoans- It may be a very innocent and 
harmless ignorance indeed. It may mean only that a solicitor does 
not attempt to carry in his head the minute details of practice which, 
although very important in the sense that it certainly will not do to 
neglect them, may well be left to clerks whose time is of less value. 
Thus no reasonable being can complain if a busy practitioner does 
not pretend to attempt to remember the exact time within which each 
particular step must be taken, always sup sing that some clerk who 
may be trusted to do his duty is charged with the task of keeping 
pon 4 matters straight, and of jogging his master’s memory when it is 
needful to buckle to and prepare for whatever has next to be done. 
It is one thing not to know that the court has power to entertain an 
application, or that a special step may be taken which would exactly 
fit the requirements of the case, and it is quite a different thing 
to know that the application can and should be made or the 
step taken, but to be unaware of the exact number of days available 
for either p . Moreover, even if the duty of furnishing the 
latter class of information is not remitted to clerks, the solicitor has 
only to turn up a book of practice or set of rules to solve his doubt 
in a moment, and enable him to make the necessary entries in his 

Such ignorance is void of all mischievous consequences, and 
carries no sort of condemnation in its wake. 

Briefly, then, we hold that a solicitor who undertakes contentious 
business should make himself master of the practice to the extent of 
grasping the broad features of all the moves which may be made on 
either side, so that he can think out and, of course, at proper times 
and within proper limits, consider with his counsel ‘what next and 
what next.’ We cannot see how he can otherwise inspire his clients 
with confidence, do justice to the work he undertakes, or exercise 
proper supervision over his clerks. On the other hand, we think that 
the extent to which a principal concerns himself with the actual 
petty details of practice is a pure question of choice and convenience, 
provided only that he organizes in his office some methodical and 
trustworthy system of attending to them. 

Then comes the question, How should the solicitor acquire and 
retain this degree of knowledge which we assert to be necessary ? 
Truly it is not a pleasant task in this dispensation. The practice as 
it exists to-day is learnt only to be unlearnt to-morrow, when a new 
Act or a new set of orders and rules may rise up to take its place. 
The machinery for administering justice in this country is so fre- 
quently mended and tinkered that it bids fair to resemble the tradi- 
tional umbrella which was bought many years ago, and is still in 
existence, but has in the interval undergone numerous transformations 
of stick, framework, and cover. At this very moment the air is rife 
with rumours of a volcanic eruption about to befall chamber pro- 
cedure, All this may be very beautiful for suitors, though they do 
not at present appear to overflow with gratitude, and we may be 
rapidly approaching a millennium of litigation, though it is not yet 
visible to the naked eye; but the transitional s are nevertheless 
extremely unpleasant for those whose professi avocations oblige 
them to follow with ns inds the bewildering procession 
of alterations in practice. Still there is no help for this. The soli- 
citor, if he is to do his duty manfully, must keep pace with the 
practice for the time being in force sufficiently, at least, to master its 
general characteristics and salient points. © old saying that a 
es Reve toows where to find the law, though he may not know 

e law, a true and = meaning which eee SS Eeeatien os 
much as to principles, A solicitor who has atten read a set of 
rules on ure cannot expect to remember them all, but he will 
have gathered their purport, and when he has to deal with any 

ticular case he will recall to mind that there is some in one of 

16 rules which he has read of which he may be able to avail himself 
with advantage to his client's interest, and to the rules he will 
accordingly go to fortify his memory, We do, not contend for 
cramming practice by heart, and havin en great and small, 
at the fingers’ ends, We do contend for the need of a sufficient 
acquaintance with existing rules of practice to render the solicitor 
alive to the general nature of all the steps which may be taken at any 
and every stage of contentious business. 

In conclusion, we will risk repetition of some observations made in 
an earlier article as to the soticitor’s law library in our desire to 
emphasize their great importance in our present connection, The 


knowledge of practice in any extend ed sense can at the best only be 
and approximate. I bahoves the solicitor therefore, to 
ortify himself with all available sids to certainty, and we cannot too 
strongly express our opinion that Ww. 

contentious work sho’ provide himself with a modern book of 
practice on each branch which falls in his path, and should be on the 
watch to su id and carefully keep in loose covers, or some 

shape in which they can be readily referred to, prints of all 

and rules subsequent in date to his practice-book, so that he may not 
unwittingly be led astray. 








REVIEWS. 


THE PATENTS ACT, 1883. 
THE Law, PRACTICE, AND PROCEDURE RELATING TO PATENTS, 
DESIGNS, AND TRADE-MarkKs, &c. By SEwarpD Brice, Barrister- 
at-Law. W. Clowes & Sons (Limited). 


The Patents, Designs, and Trade-Marks Act, 1883, appears to be a 
favourite subject with commentators, and we have here yet another 
work upon it. Mr. Brice deals with the substantive law, as well as with 
the practice relating to its subjects, and the notes are written in clear 
and concise language. The of the book which strikes us as being 
best executed is that comprising the patents division of the Act, which 
is, no doubt, the part of most importance. Mr. Brice does not go very 
minutely into the various questions which arise, but an who 
reads his work will arrive at a fair general i of th law 
In one respect the author has, to our mind, followed the Act a little 
too closely—that is to say, he has kept back for his note on section 
46, which contains the defaition of the word “‘ patent,” his descrip- 
tion of the requisites of a valid patent, which would most 
priately have come at the very inning of a book of which the 
ee ee ae forth the manner in which 
are to ealt with. We do not find any observations on the decisi 
of Bacon, V.C., in Rolls v. Isaacs (L. R. 19 Ch. D. 268), as to 
anticipation by 4 user in a British colony ren oe are one or 
two references to a previous point of practice in same case), nor 
on the international arrangements which were come to in the course 
of last summer under ion 103, nor on the remarkable reports of 
patent cases published by the comptroller under section 40, nor on 
the novel decisions of the Court of Appeal in Leonard v. Wells 
32 W. R. 530, L. R. 26 Ch. D. 288), and Cropper v. Smith (33 

. R. 60, L. R. 26 Ch. D. 700), though the cases are mentioned. 
At page 143 Mr. Brice —— to us to have fallen into an 
error in setting cut as the law the expression of James, LJ., in 
Singer Company v. Wilson (24 W. R. 1023, 26 Jdid. 664, L. R. 2 Ch. D. 
See ae: Oe re, ae cae ae i t of 
trade name, actual fraud must be proved, and that ility of 
deception is not sufficient. We had always understood the chi 
value of the decision of the House of Soot tn ties eam, reversing 
the Court of Appeal, to have been the establishment of the — 
that, in this respect, trade-marks and trade-names are governed by 
the same rules. References are only given to ane set of 
The work forms a handsome volume of about 430 pages, of 
nearly 90 are occupied by an index to which we must give a word of 


praise. 





HUSBAND AND WIFE. 


H. Sweet. 
Although this book is called the third edition of neen's 
epee tk pte wy ded ww ag be or ill, very of 
> on the “ of 


- a a. The first 
the Marriage Contract,” remains untouched; and so does the 
* Ancient Law of Divorce.” Bu 


Property Act, 1 
pe “forward, with of the opposite contention, 

t .» witha oon ar 
of nave omitane to the vendetthan the cautious reticence of mare pre- 
a Rca or down, as os of a marred 
woman, that the recent Act conferred * eeplete 


pity in relation to *(p Tha ? 
macro os ibe fdas where ee snk the the 


ast ben ainatad’ © tentumees a Oe eee 
capacity of all married women, whatever may have been the date 

For this view much may be sid, and is sid by 
itara, but it can scarcely be considered to be in ecoond- 
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ance with the minimizing tendency of the judicial decisions: see 
Mander v. Harris (32 W. R. 941, L. R. 27 Ch. D. 166), In re Harris's 
Settled Estates (L. R. 28 Ch. D. 171), Stafford v. Stafford (ante, p. 256). 
Again, the 5th section of the recemt Act, which defines (after its 
own peculiar fashion) “‘ separate property” of women married at the 
date of the commencement of the Act, is elaborately criticised (p. 
407) ; and in this instance also a conclusion is reached not altogether 
identical with that of Mr. Justice Chitty in Baynton v. Collins (33 
W. R. 41, L. R. 27 Ch. D. 604). The problems of a married 
woman’s bankruptcy, the husband’s curtesy under the new régime, 
his rights to administration, and to the beneficial enjoyment of his 
wife’s undisposed-of personalty, are also attacked in a spirit of 
commendable hardihood; and we do not doubt that valuable sug- 
—< both sides of each question may be extracted from this 
i i It is not alone in the chapter on ‘“‘ Recent Legislation ” 
that the Married Women’s Property Acts are considered, for their 
es upon the subject of each chapter is concisely stated. 
edifice is thus not merely furnished with a new wing to suit 
modern requirements, but is, so to speak, rebuilt from its founda- 
tions. 


LEGAL MAXIMS, 


A Sarzcriox oF Lecat Maxis, CLASSIFIED AND ILLUSTRATED. By 
Hersert Broom, LL.D. The SixtH Epition. By Herbert F. 
Manisty and CHARLEs CAGNEY, Barristers-at-Law. W. Maxwell 
& Son 


The idea of Dr. Broom’s book was exceedingly good, but to work 
iout with complete success required an all-round, accurate know- 
ledge of ish law, which very few lawyers possess. Dr. Broom 
was careful and industrious, but by no means infallible, and it may 
be ed to the editors that in the next edition there should be 
less reluctance to alter his text. There is a passage, for 
instance, on p. 172, relating to the sup distinction between a 
proviso, that on breach of covenant a lease shall be absolutely void, 
and a proviso merely giving the lessor power to re-enter, which should 
be in the next edition. The editors, who have had the advan- 
tage of the use of notes made by Lord Justice Lindley on a copy of a 
former edition, have added references to or statements of recent cases, 
many of which very aptly illustrate the maxims under which they are 
cited. Under the maxim Alienatio rei proefertur juri accrescendi, the 
editors have touched upon a subject of which a short connected view 
might, with much romp. te given in a future edition—viz., the 
i of the legislation which has heen based upon the principle of 
iding statutory powers of alienation in aid of the powers con- 

i ts, from the many hundreds of private Acts 
with this object in the first half of the present century down to the 
Settled Estates Act, 1877, and the Settled Land Act, 1882. At p. 
426 it would be useful to note the power given to the court by section 
39 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, to bind the interest of a married 

woman who is restrained from anticipation. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE “CALENDAR” AND “LAW LIST.” 
[To the Editor of the Solicitor’ Journal.) 

far,—The attention drawn to the late annual issue of the above 
publications has borne good fruit, inasmuch as the Law List for this 
year was issucd on the 14th ult., or 2 month earlier than usual, 
“ eutting out” the Calendar by a week, which latter was not issued until 
the Zist ult. What the Law Lid has now done it can, of course, do 
again, if not improve upon, so that even if things continue as they 
are, we may sce it issued by the ist of Fet , necessitating a 
img earlier issuc of the Calendar, if it is to hold its own 


agaist it. 
I have before now pointed out the way by which, at no extra 
expense or trouble, the Calendar and Law List may be 
equal value 2s indicating who are duly certificated solicitors 
i to in courts and charge and recover costs, and 
both pablications may be issued by the first day of January 
, and until Council of the Incorporated Law Society see 
to bring this about, «0 long I fear will the Calendar be excluded 
ity im the courts, and unable to hold its own in this 
Nhe the rc repeating wat | bare | iseahe 
i i we betore said, I will agai int 
ost that the local hi of adiidiiane appecting in the Cslender to muctiy 
ie who have obtained the registrar's annual 
ae ot Sa op an Be Seb Ein ane ateen fogtatinns 
gting i ¢ stamped. The registrar's i alone 
a ise, and, therctore, what is the use of 
year) A wiicitors who are only quasi 


h 


| 


authorized ? What I and the public want to know is whether Brown, 
Jones, or Smith, who sends in a bill of costs,is legally and full 
entitled to payment thereof, and this, the Law List only, whic 
ives the list of solicitors holding stamped certificates, shows, which 
e Calendar does not. 
At some little trouble I have had the names appearing in this 
year’s issues of the Culendar and Law List for the following ten 
places, carefully counted, with the following result :— 


Places. Names in Calendar. Names in Law List, 
London . ; ‘ 7 4,887 ‘ : A J 
Manchester . R 464 ° ° ‘ 454 
Liverpool . ‘ ‘ ‘ 404 . ‘ , 395 
Birmingham . . ° 299 . , ; 291 
Bristol . : : , 197 . . 191 
Leeds ‘ ° ‘ . 159 ° . ° 154 
Newcastle 7 ‘ ™ 154 . ° ° 149 
Nottingham... ° 129—tw . 126 
Hull ° ‘ . ‘ 125 ° ° 122 
Sheffield . ‘ ‘ 117 ° . 113 


being a difference of no less than 248 names—viz., showing that this 
pee: bad of solicitors who obtained registrar’s certificates, and, there- 
fore, figure in the Calendar, never got them stamped in time, and so 
do not appear in the Law List. 

The same abuse still continues of solicitors appearing to practise at 
half-a-dozen or more different places, without any indication beyond a 
supplementary list (giving the trouble of a second reference) which shows 
the one principal town in which each practises. For instance, in the 
first-named town in the Calendar are the names of two solicitors (not 
ene who rejoice in practising each at seven different places. 

yond the one ‘‘ principal town,” at which of the other six places 
are the gentlemen in question to be found in case of urgency ? 

I say nothing about the mess made in the Calendar over the 
barristers’ list, and, whilst wishing every success to it, I cannot but 
regard it as standing in its own light of usefulness and progress as 
long as it continues its present line of action. JoHN MILLER. 

Bristol, March 10. 





RE HIRAM COSEDGE, ONE, &c.—TAXATION OF MISS 
SONE’S BILL. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ]} 
Sir,—The extract from the judgment in your last number does not 
ve the circumstances of the case disclosed nor the preliminary 
Tocieione of the judge. 


The work comprised business of a complicated, difficult, and 
delicate nature. 

Only one bill was delivered, but it was divided under different 
heads, which the nature of the business necessitated. 

The bill, as shown, amounted to £1,859 12s. 1d., payments thereout 
over £850, leaving, in round figures, £1,000. Report says, £702 
taxed off, which leaves £300; of this, about £180 was for business 
outside the administration, leaving only £120 gross remuneration. 
With regard to the attendances mentioned in your report, the ny oa 
proportion are items for work extending over a period, and not for 
mere attendances on the client on days named, as it might be 
supposed. Such work was often embodied in a consolidated item 
(as appeared a evidence), and it was placed under the first or 
other date of the work. 

As to 600 items. This probably means £600 worth of items 
respecting which I complained of the master’s not hearing me, but, 
as the affidavit verifying the letter written the master containing the 
complaint could not, according to the rulee, be read, the judge was 
under the im ion, which he expressed several times, that I had 
been before master and had given all my explanations. The judge 
was also under a similar impression as to conferences, and as to 
numerous items respecting which I objected that the master had not 
o——- his yoy oy As to the item for “ ee . 

work done on documents, arranging, sorting, and noting up 
the same, distinct from everything else, a4 g De 1 charged. 

The quotation from my affidavit as to detailed personal notes 
applied only to a certain class of items, and did not refer to the 
usual office books. The uncontradicted evidence was that I was led 
hyp client to understand that no detailed bill Would be required. 

case falls under the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 1881. 
4, Old Berjeants’-inn, W.C., March 11, HinamM CosEnae. 





STAMP ON ASSIGNMENTS FOR THE BENEFIT OF 
CREDITORS, 


[To the Editor of the Bolicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—I thank your correspondent, ‘ Veritas,” for his letter, and 
shall probably an early opportunity of adopting his suggestion 
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to submit a deed for adjudication, in which case I will let you know 
the result. 

In the course of a considerable number of years’ experience in 
bankruptcy, I also have not heard a doubt suggested, until recently 
(in fact, since these deeds have become so common as one of the 
results of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883), that one 10s. deed stamp 
is not sufficient. But that is a relic of the law prior to the Bank- 
ruptey Act, 1869, the Stamp Act, 1870, and the decision in Hadgett’s 
case (26 W. R. 115, L. R. 3 Ex. D. 46). Underthe Bankruptcy Act 
of 1861 these deeds were pe od with a deed stamp (then 35s.), but 
they were further required to ad valorem duty, calculated at 5s. 

cent. on the estimated value of the assets before registration. 
Phe ad valorem duty was a creation of the Act itself, and of course, 
with the repeal of that Act, the necessity for this ad valorem duty 


I feel convinced, by ‘‘ Veritas’s”’ letter (and Iam glad to be so), 
that section 73 of the Stamp Act, 1870, does not apply to these deeds, 
but his other statement, that a second 10s. stamp is not necessary, I 
must admit I have still some doubt upon, having regard to the 
—* Hadgett’s case. A CountTRY PRACTITIONER. 

arch 10. 





THE ROYAL COURTS OF JUSTICE. 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—Referring to my letter of the 4th inst., which you were good | ¥ 


enough to insert in your issue of last week, I have had an interview 
with Mr. Superintendent Hantler upon the matter at his request, 
and I was informed by him that it is in consequence of an order of the 
Lord Chancellor that the passage I mentioned is only allowed to be 
used by barristers; the reason being that it is necessary that the 
judges shall have as free a passage as possible between the judges’ 
chambers and the courts for the purposes of communication. 

Mr. Hantler showed me a means of getting from the judges’ 
chambers to the courts without, as he said, making the detour of 
which I complained ; but as this way involves going down two sets of 
stairs and up two more, besides having to cross a courtyard, I fail to 
see that it can boast of saving solicitors much trouble. 

If it is really desired to limit the use of the passage for the reason 
above mentioned, why could not some sort of a be issued to 
solicitors so that on | could make use of it when necessary, and bar- 
rister’s clerks, who, I am told, are allowed to use the passage, might 
be stopped doing so for the future. 

In conclusion, I must thank Mr. Hantler for the courteous manner 
in which he gave me the information. W. SPYER. 

56, New Broad-street, London, E.C., March 11. 





MORTGAGE NOTICES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—Since the Conveyancing Act of 1881 reduced to three months 
the grace allowed to a es in default as to his principal, an im- 
pression has been growing that the length of notice which a mort- 
gagee, in a case governed by this Act, may require before being paid 
off, has also been reduced to three munths. 

It appears to me that this impression must be erroneous, for, in 
the first place, if the notice to the mort is to be taken as corres- 
ponding to any period of grace allowed to the mortgagor, the mort- 
gagor still, as a rule, six months to start with before his 
aga becomes due, and may not the mortgagee’s right of notice 

taken as co nding to that ? 

But, as a fact, does not the mortgagee’s right depend on a rule of 
law entirely independent of any corresponding right of the mort- 

r 


P 
oF should be glad to have your opinion, and that of any of your 
subscribers upon the point. W. H. it. 

Nottingham, March 4. 

[The notice to be given to the mortgagor before exercising the 
power of sale is purely a matter of agreement, either expressed in the 
mortgage deed or implied by the statute. The six months’ notice 
to the mortgagee of intention to pay off the mortgage money is re- 
quired by a settled rule of practice, which cannot be in any way 
affected by the statutory implied agreement respecting the power of 
sale.—Ep, 8, J.) 





It is understood that it is the intention of the Lord Chancellor to recom- 
mend to her Majesty very shortly the names of several of the gentlemen 
who have applied for the honour of being appointed Queen's Counsel, As 
there have no Queen's Counsel appointed since 1883 (when six 


gentlemen only were selected for the honour), it is anticipated that a con- 
tiderable num 
names, 


of the applicants will be Included in the next list of 
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Inrant—ContinGent LeGacy—MAarntTEenance ovt oF Income—ConTrary 
Intention oF Tzstator—Conveyancine Act, 1881, s. 43.—In a case of In 
re Dickson, Hill v. Grant, before the Court of Appeal, No. 2, on the 9th 
inst., a question arose as to the construction of section 43 of the Convey- 
ancing Act, 1881, which provides that ‘‘ (1) Where any property is held by 
trustees in trust for an infant, either for life or for any greater interest, 
and whether absolutely or contingently on his attaining the age of 
twenty-one years, or on the occurrence of any event before his ining that 
age, the trustees may, at their sole discretion, pay to the infant’s parent 
or guardian, if any, or otherwise apply for or towards the infant’s main- 
tenance, education, or benefit the income of that , or any part 
thereof, whether there is any other fund app le to the same 
purpose, or any person bound by law to provide for the infant's 
maintenance or education or not. (2) The trustees shall accumu- 
late all the residue of that imcome in the way of com 
interest by investing the same and the resulting income f 
from time to time on securities on which they are by the settlement, 
if any, or by law, authorized to invest trust money, and 
hold those accumulations for the benefit of the person who ultimately 
becomes entitled to the property from which the same arise, but so that 
the trustees may at any time, if they think fit, apply those accumulations, 
or any thereof, as if the same were income ari in the then current 
ear. (3) This section applies only if and as far as a contrary intention 


is not expressed in the instrument under which the interest of the infant 


this Act.’? This section differs from the corresponding section 26 of Lord 
Cranworth’s Act (23 & 24 Vict. c. 145), in that, in section 26, the words 
are ‘‘the whole or any part of the income to which such infant may 
be entitled in respect of such property,’? and also that Lord Cran- 
worth’s Act is not made to apply to instruments coming into 
operation before its commencement. In the present case a testator 
gave to each of the children of three half-sisters, a half-brother, and 
a niece who should be ay Opa me death and should attain twenty- 
one the sum of £1,000, and he gave the residue of his estate 

persons. Some of the legatees, who were infants, applied for mainten- 
ance out of the income of his contingent £1,000. Kay, J., held fants, p- 
115, L. R. 28 Ch. D. 29) that section 43 did not apply to a case where 
interim income was not given to the infants in case should attain 
twenty-one and become entitled to the — the Leecien. The 
Court of A (Corron, Bowen, and Fry, J. isi 
Corton, L.J., said that it was clear that upon 
will the interim income of the legacies would, in any event, belong 


ee eS sub-section 1. And, 
provision of sub-section 4 that the section should 
coming into operation before the commencement the Act, and 
to the provision of sub-section 3 that the trustees should accumu- 
late the residue of the income and hold the accumulations for the 
benefit of the person who should ultimately 
it was impossible to hold that the 

make such an alteration in the law as to take away t 
which was given to the residuary legatee in case the contingent legatee 
should ultimately become entitled to the capital. Fray, LJ., concurred, 
founding his judgment mainly on the view that the testator, oes 
the income to the residuary had within the meaning of sub- 
section 3 expressed a ‘‘ contrary tention.’” Bowszx, L.J., who had not 
heard the whole of the t, simply his concurrence.— 
Ceunsst, Graham Hastings, Q.C., and H. McNab Humphry ; Langworthy ; 
Farwell, Soxrcrrors, Sandilands, Humphry, ¢ Armstrong. 


Pracrice—Writ OF NE BXBAT—DeBT NOT PRESENTLY PATARLE— 
Denrors Act, 1869, ss. 4, 6.—In a case of 4. v. B., before the Court of 
Appeal, No. 2, on the 11th inst., a question arose as to the issue of a writ of 
ne exeat. An order had been made the defendant, who was a trustee, 
to a sum of money which was in his hands in that character to 
plan , within seven days after service of the order. The 
not been able to serve the order, but there was reason 
defendant was about to leave the country. The 
but Chitty, J., refused the 
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no default on his 
abolition of 
which is contained in sub- 

an aes . Nor did section 
after fi ent. There could 
mon law in such a case, It was said that the writ of ae was 
abolished by the Dette Ae nS Seat the Act did 
eprly at the t time, his Cows the 

to keep the defendant in the country until did apply: If the 
not due and © a Writ of ne exeut Ought not to 

that writ the Court of Chancery acted by to the process 
common law courts, and those courts would not have 
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such a case if there had been an action at law. At any rate the writ of 
ne exeat ought not to be issued when the debt was payable in futuro. 
Bowen and Fry, L.JJ., concurred. —Covnset, Buckley. Soxicrrors, 
Layton, Son, § Lendon. 


Acrrox or Decerr —- Dreecrors — Prospectus — MisREPRESENTATION— 
Misraxz or Prarntirr.—In a case of Edgington v. Fitzmaurice, before the 
Court of Appeal, No. 2, on the 7th inst., a question arose as to the liability 
of directors of a company in an action of deceit for alleged mis- 
representations in a p tus issued by them. The prospectus 
invited subscriptions for debenture bonds to be issued by the company, 
and it stated that the money raised by the issue of the debentures 
was intended to be applied to certain specified objects. The plaintiff 
subscribed for some debentures. He afterwards brought an action against 
the directors to recover the money which he had paid, on the ground that 
the prospectus contained a representation which was untrue to the 
knowl of the defendants, the real object of the issue being to pay 
off pressing liabilities of the company. He said that he was 
induced to subscribe for debentures because he believed from the pros- 
pectus that they would be secured by a charge on the property of the 
company, and also because of the statement in the prospectus of the 
objects of the issue. The debentures were not in fact charged on the 
company’s property. Denman, J., ordered the defendants to repay the 
money, and this decision was affirmed by the Court of Appeal (Corron, 
Bowes, and Fry, L.JJ.). It was contended that the plaintiff had sus- 
tained the damage by reason of his own mistake in supposing that the 
prospectus implied that the debentures would be charged on the company’s 
property. Corrox, L.J., was of opinion that there was nothing in the 
P which could reasonably lead to the conclusion that the 
debentures were to be secured by a charge on the company’s property. 
But he was of opinion that the statement as to the objects of the issue of the 
debentures was untrue in fact, and that it was made under such circum- 
stances that the defendants were liable for it. And his lordship thought 
that it was enough that the defendant acted on the statement in the pros- 
a even though that was not the sole cause of his acting. Bowen, 

J., said that it was not necessary to show that the misstatement was the 
sole cause of the plaintiff’s action ; it was enough to show that it materially 
influenced him. Farr, L.J., concurred. Covnsst, Davey, Q.C., Crossley, 
Q.C., and A. Young ; Sir F. Herscheil, 8.G., Rigby, Q.C., and Willis Bund. 
Soricrrors, Markby, Stewart, ¢ Co. ; Crowdy, Son, § Tarry. 





Pracrics—Discoverr or Documents—INTERROGATORY AFTER SUFFICIENT 
Arrrpavrr.—In a case of Hall v. Truman, Hanbury, $ Co., before the Court 
of A No. 2, on the 5th inst., the question was whether a defendant, 
admittedly made a sufficient affidavit of documents, can be com- 
pelled to answer a general roving interrogatory as to documents in his 
possession relating to the matters in issue in the action. Reliance was 
placed on Jones v. The Monte Video Gas Company (L. R. 5 Q. B. D. 556), as 
showing that such an interrogatory under such circumstances is admis- 

Kay, J., refused to order the interrogatory to be answered, and the 
of Appeal (Corrox and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. Corron, 
said that the interrogatory really called on the defendant to make 
another affidavit as to documents; it was im effect an attempt to cross- 
examine him on his former affidavit. In Jones v. The Monte Video Gas 
Company there was no question as to the administration of interrogatories, 
and nothing which was then said by the judges could justify the allow- 
ance of such a general interrogatory. It was difficult to say under what 

i an interrogatory as to documents would be justified after a 
sufficient affidavit had been made, but possibly, if the court was satisfied 
that there was or might be some i document or documents in the 
defendant's possession which might be material to the plaintiff’s case, it 
might allow an interrogatory to be administered as to the specified docnu- 
ment or documents. Buta primd facie case must be shown, and in every 
case it was a matter for the discretion of the judge whether he would 
allow the interrogatory to be put. But it would never be right to allow a 
general roving searching interrogatory to be put. Fry, L.J., said that 
this was an attempt to be put the defendant a second time on the rack as 
to discovery of documents in his possession. Such an attempt was 

contrary to the practice of the court. His lordship 
im what cases an interrogatory as to docu- 
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Accocer oy “ Rzwrs asp Parorrrs”—Occeration Rewr—Pauorrrs or 
worgrms « Cotimer.—in 4 case of Errington ¥. Moreoeod, betore the 
Court of Appeal, No. 2, om the 4th inet., 2 question arose as to the mean- 
ing of the words “rents and profits” in an order which directed « 
dctendant to account for the rents ae Spee « land of which he had 

im possession. A testator, by his will, gave to his eldest son (the 
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entered into possession of the 
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real estate devised to him, and occupied and worked the colliery. It was 
subsequently discovered that, as to the greater part of the colliery, which 
was freehold, the testator was only tenant for life, the defendant being 
the first tenant in tail in remainder. The rest of the colliery was lease. 
hold, and that part was the testator’s own property. It was held that the 
defendant had not made a binding el: m to confirm the will, and he 
then elected to take against the will. On the further consideration of the 
action, an order was made declaring the defendant a trustee of the 
testator’s real estate devised to him by the will (he being the testator’s 
heir-at-law) for the persons entitled to the testator’s personal estate, and 
it was ordered that an account should be taken of all moneys received by 
the defendant on account of the rents and profits of the testator’s real and 
leasehold estates given and devised to him by the will since the death of 
the testator, and an inquiry was difected whether the defendant had, 
since the death of the testator, been in the occupation of any and what 
of the said real and leasehold estates, and, if it should appear that he 

ad been in occupation of any part thereof, an inquiry was directed what was 
the occupation rent with which the defendant ought to be charged in respect 
of his occupation, and what was due from him in of such rent. In 
answer to the inquiries it ap that there was no leasehold estate of 
the testator except the leasehold portion of the colliery, and that the 
defendant had occupied that portion and worked it with the freehold por- 
tion. The defendant rendered an account of the rents and profits 
received by him from the real estate of the testator devised to him, but he 
rendered no account of the profits which he had derived from the working of the 
leasehold part of the colliery, his contention being that under the order on 
further consideration he was only chargeable with an occupation rent in 
respect of his occupation. The ms entitled to the personal estate of 
the testator contended that the defendant was bound to account for the 
profits of his working of the leasehold part of the colliery, and 
Chitty, J., adopted this view. The Court of Appeal (Corron and 
Fry, L.JJ.) held, on the construction of the order, that the 
defendant could only be ch with an occupation rent. Corron, 
L.J., said that the word “profits,” if aot restricted to profits in 
the nature of rent, pointed to profits directly referable to the particular 
land. The profits arising from the working of the leasehold part of the 
colliery were earned, not from the land alone, but from it as of the 
colliery, which by ——— a awhole. The direction as to ing an 
occupation rent applied to the colliery, and not the account of rents and 
profits. The defendant had been in occupation innocently, and it was 
not like the case of a wilful Lg neers Fry, L.J., was of opinion that the 
colliery fell, not within that of p in respect of which the 
defendant was to account for rents and ts, but within that class in 
respect of which he was to be charged with an occupation rent. He 
could not be said to have received either rent or profits in respect of it. 
The profits which he derived were derived from a business which he 
carried on upon the land conjointly with other land, and were im no 
proper sense profits of the land.—Counsut, Ince, Q.C., and Ingle Joyce ; 
a Q.C., and Renshaw. Soxicrrors, Bowker, Peake, $ Co. ; Satchell § 

apple. . 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 


Taustez—InvestMENtT—Insvurricrent Szcurrry —Morroace—TRaNnsrer 
or. Secunrry—Acqurescence.—In a case of Smethurst v. Hastings, before 
Bacon, V.C., on the 17th, 18th, and 19th ult., and the 2nd and 11th inst., a 
question arose whether, under the circumstances, trustees were liable to re- 
pay to their cestuis que trust moneys alleged to have been lost by an improper 
investment of trust funds in 1881 on sub-mo of eleven leasehold 
houses, forming part of the Bedford-park Estate. e defendants, besides 
their defence on the merits, contended that the plaintiffs, by ting 
transfers of the securities, had waived their right of action. Bacon, Vo 
held that the investment had been made u insufficient security of a 
speculative character, and without a valuation by an inde- 
pendent valuer; that the plaintiffs had taken the transfers in ignorance of 
the true position of affairs, and had not thereby acquiesced in the breach 
of trust ; and that the defendants had not acted as prudent men would do 
in conducting their own business, and must make good the loss sustained. 
—CovnszL, Marten, Q.C., and Dauney ; Davey, Q.C., and Oswald. Souicrrors, 
Kaye § Guedalla ; Clarke, Rawlins, § Co. 





Luoarep Company—Pertirion von Repvucrion or CaPrraAL—ADVERTISEMENT 
or Onper—Comranizs Act, 1877—Gznenat Onpan, Mancn, 1868, 6, 20.— 
In the case of In re Canada North-Western Land Company (Limited), before 
SOS: F-5 Cr Oe, oe lication was made for leave to 


- ee Sieuatonna ton 
uction capital com writing off lost capital. It was 
staked Gast these wane.ma eondibens of the company. Ourrrr, J., éald that 


in Inve The Consolidated Telephone Company a, p. 305), he had declined to 

with advertisements of the vee ar) dy rs petition for the 

5 in the absence of very special 

circumstances, the court was not authorized to dispense with the adver- 

tisement of an order made. He, therefore, refused the application.— 
Counsrt, Latham. Sorscrrons, Preshfelds § Williams. 


n. 11—Apprna Panties at Tatat.—In the 
cperty and Investment Company vy. H. P. Horsenail 
, & question as to 
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Battersea, one of which was occupied at the date of the writ, and the 
tenant of which was joined as co-plaintiff, the action being for an injunc- 
tion to restrain nuisance of noise and glare caused by the defendant’s 
works to the company and their tenants. After writ and before trial, the 
co-plaintiff withdrew from the action, and the plaintiffs let the remaining 
houses to other tenants. Upon the action coming on for trial the plain- 
tiffs sought to amend by adding the new tenants. It was submitted that 
a re to amend would operate as a deprivation of the rights the 
company ssed at the date of the writ. Cuxrrry, J., said that the 
presence of the new tenants was necessary in order to enable the court to, 
within the terms of ord. 16, r. 11, ‘‘ effectually and completely adjudicate 
upon and settle all the questions involved,” and gave leave to the plaintiffs 
to amend upon paying the costs of the day.—Counset, Romer, Q.C., and 
Sutton-Gover ; Macnaghten, Q.C., Bigham, Q.C., and Speed. Soxtcirors, 
Gover § Son ; Lindsay, Mason, Greenfield, § Mason. 


—-—— 


R. 8S. C., 1883, orp. 37, x. 21; oxp. 38, n. 283—Cross-EXAMINATION AFTER 
JupGMENT—EXPENSE OF PRODUCING DeponEeNntT.—In the case of Backhouse v. 
Alcock, before Chitty, J., on the 28th ult. and 2nd inst., the question arose 
as to which party should pay, in the first instance, the expenses of witnesses 
where judgment had been given for an account, and the plaintiff desired 
to cross-examine the defendant’s witnesses on their affidavits made 
subsequently to judgment for the purposes of the account in chambers. 
By R. 8. C., 1883, ord. 37, r. 21, it is provided that “‘ evidence taken 
subsequently to the hearing or trial of the action shall be taken as nearly as 
may be in the same manner as evidence taken at or with a view to atrial.’’ 
It was contended by the defendant that the question was casus omissus, and, 
therefore, was by R. S. C., ord. 72, r. 2, regulated by the pre-existing pro- 
cedure ; and Knight v. Gardner (832 W. R. 469, L. R. 25 Ch. D. 297) was relied 
on as showing that that procedure threw the expense, in the first instance, 
on the y cross-examining. COurrry, J., said that R. S. C., 1883, ord. 
37, r. 21, was taken from the Chancery Procedure Act, 1852, s. 41, which 
enacted that in cases where it was necessary for any to any cause 
defending in the court to go into evidence subsequently to the hearing of 
such cause, such evidence shall be taken as nearly as may in the manner 
hereinbefore provided with reference to the taking of evidence with a view 
to such hearing. The words ‘‘hereinbefore provided’’ would refer to, 
amongst other things, the preceding section 38, which, in effect, threw the 
expenses, in the first instance, on the party desiring to cross-examine. 
The Rules of Court, 1875, repealed that practice, but they expired in 
October, 1883, and by R. 8S. C., 1883, ord. 38, r. 28, it was .provided that 
the party producing the deponent should not be entitled to demand the 
expenses in the first instance. In other words, the practice as it stood under 
the Chancery Procedure Act, 1852, had been reversed by R. 8. C., 1883, 
ord. 38, r. 28. In the case of Knight v. Gardner (32 W. R. 469, L. R. 25 Ch. D. 
297), it was decided under the Rules of Court, 1875, that there was a 
difference between the practice when the cross-examination was after trial, 
but the actual question was not decided. 'Toconfine ord. 37, r. 21, in the 
way contended for by the defendant would be to = too narrow an inter- 
pretation upon the rule. In Knight v. Gardner Cotton, L.J., treated section 
41 of the Act of 1852 as meking the expenses payable, in the first instance, 
by the party cross-examining. That, too, was the proper way of treatin 
ord. 37, r. 21. That the rule contained no actual words of reference, suc 
as ‘‘as hereinbefore provided,’’ was immaterial, for the whole operation 
of the rule was effected by reference—viz., to the manner of taking 
evidence at the trial. Itis clear that the Rule Committee intended to 
repeal the anomalous practice of the t, and assimilate the practice in 
all cases whether before or after trial. The question before the court, so far 
from being a casus omissus, was expressly provided for by R. 8. C., 1883, 
ord. 37, r. 21. He, therefore, decided the question in favour of the plaintiff, 
but directed costs to be costs in the action.—Counser, Sir Arthur Watson ; 
Renshaw. Sourcrroxs, J. 8. Coleman, for Kidson, McKenzies, § Kidson, 
Sunderland ; Botterell ¢ Roche. 


Morrcacs or Leasexorp—Pvurcuase or Reversion sy Morteacor— 
Mortcace or Fez Smrie wirnovut Notice or Morreacs or Leass—14 & 
15 Vicr. c. 104, s. 3.—In a case of Leigh v. Burnett, before Pearson, J., 
on the 3rd inst, there was a question as to the relative rights of the 
mortgagee of a lease, and the subsequent mortgagee of the reversion, 
which the mortgagor had purchased, and had mortgaged without notice 
of the prior mortgage of the lease. After the mortgage of the lease (which 
was of ecclesiastical property) had been created, the owner of the equity 
of redemption assigned it, and the assignee, before the expiration of the 
term, entered into an agreement with the Ecclesiastical Commissioners for 
the purchase of the reversion, but the conveyance to him was not actually 
executed until after the expiration of the term. While the negotiations 
with the commissioners was pending he mortgaged his interest in the 
property to another person, who had no notice of the prior ———_ of 
the lease. The mortgagor became a bankrupt, and the er the 
reversion claimed as against the mortgagee of the lease a prior lien on the 
property for the amount which the mortgagor had paid for the purchase 
of the reversion, It was contended that, as the mort was not the 
original mortgagor of the lease, but only the assignee of the equity of 
redemption of the lease subject to the —— of it, and had never 
covenanted with the mortgagee to renew the lease for his benefit, he was 
entitled as against the mortgagee of the lease to a lien on the property for 
the amount which he had expended in the purchase of the reversion, and 
that that lien had passed ander the mortgage of the reversion, Pransoy, 
J., held that there was no such right of lien, He said that the purchaser 
of the equity of redemption of the lease could be treated 14 as the 
mortgagor, and when he purchased tho reversion he could hold it only on 


sibly, if the m 

mo to enab 
entitled to a lien for the amount on the 
would have been claiming as a stranger 
through the m .—CounsEL, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and @, C. 
Cookson, Q.C., and Townsend; J. Chester. “Soricrtons, J. J. 
Watson, Sons, ¢ Room ; Robins, Cameron, § Kemon. 
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Power or Arronney—Recrrat— Operative Part.—In 
Co., before Kay, J., on the 11th, 17th, 18th, and 27th ult., 
whether a recital in a power of attorney given by the 
solicitors, Messrs. Parker, controlled the operative part of 
recital was to the effect that plaintiff was about to 
Australia, and was desirous of appointing an a to act 
his absence from England in the ma ent of his 
Park, and for that purpose to deal with them (inter “ 
gage. The power contained a proviso that no person 
inquire into the propriety of raising the money to be advanced 
an undertaking by the tiff to ratify anything done by 
The operative part of the power of attorney gave large powers 
gaging, and prescribed no limits to the duration of the power. 
of August, 1880, the plaintiff went back to Australia, and he 

Jand on the 18th of June, 1882. Kar, J., held that the 
trolled the operative part ; that the words ‘‘ during absence 
were used for the purpose gee. the limit of time 

wer was to be exercised, that the mortgages (the 
ving received any of the moneys they were to secure) of the Swinton 
Park Esta which had been made after the 18th of June, 1882, by th 
Parkers, under the power of attorney, were invalid.—CovnsaL, F 
Herschel, 8.G.., Hastings, Q.C., and Renshaw ; Davey, Q.C., Robinson, Qc., 
and Vaughan Hawkins. So.icrrors, Waterhouse, Winterbotham, § Harrison; 
Farrer § Co. 
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PartNersnip—D1ssoLvTion—Accounts—Retvugn oF Premrum—Appixo 
Inquiry aprer Jupoment.—In the case of Edmonds v. Robinson, which 
came before Kay, J., on the 6th and 7th inst., the plaintiff, after . 
ing a hostile order for dissolution of partnership and for the usual 
accounts, in 1883, now — by summons that, 
ship accounts, he might credited with £1,250 in respect of a . 
of the premium paid by him on entering into the partnership. _ 
had not previously made any claim against the defendants in respect of 
the premium. Kay, J., said that a partnership was commenced between 
the plaintiff and the two defendants in 1868, under articles which provided 
that the should continue for twenty-one years, and that the 
plaintiff should pay £2,500 as premium ; and it was further that, 
upon the termination of the partnership by death within Sane gene 
periods, certain proportions of the premium should be Th 
partnership went on for over fifteen years. The plaintiff then r~ an 
sain i en, ae in wee an ee 
the 15th of November, upon m , 
made dissolving the partnership as from the 16th of October, 1883, direct- 
ing the usual accounts, and appointing a receiver, and 
consent, treated as final. accounts had been 
extent, and the plaintiff now came before the Sager Be pe to be 
credited with a portion of the £2,500. The e 
summons was founded was the evidence before the court when “mee. 
ment was made. Moreover, the plaintiff had admitted by an 
filed upon the motion, that he was not entitled, wader the 
articles, to a return of a portion of the premium. That was material 
showing that the question was then actually present to his 
lordship was asked to make a decree that the plaintiff was en 
return of a proportionate part of the premium, or to 
whether any or what S of the premium A dA 
plaintiff relied upon analogy of an 
executors, where, after an ord) decree, executors 
with wilful default. But that was only y de of 
27 W. R. 227, L. R. 10 Ch. D. 715), and 
such leave was the et! of some new fact. In 
Tonkin (L. R. 21 Ch. D, 757), where the statement of 
default, but the ju ent gave no relief on that 
were directed, and his lordship was inclined to 
the pleadings had not claimed that relief, 1f some 
taking of the accounts for 
might be directed in the nature 
said that the question of return 
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taking of the partnership accounts. could 
be granted, er Gecree, Uy Mave of cee, ee ead ont 
shown no ground for obtaining such leave, lordship would not 
that he had no jurisdiction t» grant the relief claimed, but he 
that the maxim Jnterest ret wed sit mis lithe 


was not a case in which he ought to exercise his 
mons therefore failed.—Counser, Hastings, Q. 
Kekewieh, Q.C., and C. B, Jemmett, Sorrerrers, 

waite; RS. Tayler, Son, @ Mranbert, 
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inst., a question arose as to the validity of a voluntary settlement, dated 
in February, 1878. After reciting that the settlor, being possessed of a 
sum of £2,000, had paid the said sum to the trustees of the settlement, it 
was witnessed that the said settlor directed and declared that the trustees 
should stand of the same upon trust to pay the income to the 
settlor for his life, and after his death upon trust as to as well the capital 
as also the income for his grandson, V. E. R., when he should attain 
twenty-one, and, in case he should die under that age, in trust for his son, 
V.R. The settlement was never communicated to the trustees, the fund 
was never transferred into their names, and the settlor never parted with 
the possession of the deed in his lifetime. The settlor died in May, 1884, 
having made his will in 1876, and the first beneficiary under the settlement 
was still an infant. This summons was taken out by the executors of the 
will. Kay, J., said that this was not avalid settlement. The deed con- 
tained no assignment; it contained a recital which was not the fact, but 
it did not contain any declaration of trust by the settlor himself making 
him a trustee for the grandson. Therefore, the deed was invalid unless 
the trustees could recover the money from the settlor, who was now dead, 
because they could not be trustees of money which they had not received 
and which they could not receive. It might be doubtful whether the deed 
was anything more than an escrow. There must be a declaration that the 
deed was inoperative.—-Counse., Edward Ford; P. H. Clifford. Souicrrors, 
Mead & Daubeny, for Gidley, Exeter. 


PracticE—INTERPLEADER—EXxEcUTION—SeEIzuRE BY SHERIFF AND Pay- 
MENT UNDER Prorest—R. 8. C., 1883, orp. 57, rn. 1.—In the case of 
Smith v. Critchfield, which came before the Divisional Court on the 11th 
inst., a question arose as to the power of the court to give relief to the 
sheriff by way of interpleader where the execution is paid out by the 
claimant under protest. The plaintiff Smith was an assistant in the 
stationery shop of Mr. Jenner, and judgment was given in the action for 
the defendant Critchfield, and execution for £9 6s. 2d., the costs of the 
action, was put in by the sheriff on the goods in Jenner’s shop. Jenner 
stated that the goods were his, and paid the amount of the execution, with 
the sheriff’s fees, amounting in all to £9 12s. 4d., under protest to the 
sheriff's officer, who thereupon withdrew. Jenner, while the money was 
still in the hands of the sheriff, gave the sheriff notice that he claimed the 
sum paid under protest and damages. The sheriff took out a summons for 
relief by way of interpleader under order 57. Field, J., reversing the order 
of the master, granted the application. Jenner appealed. Ord. 57, r. 
1 (8.), provides that ‘‘ relief by way of interpleader may be granted where 
the applicant is a sheriff or other officer charged with the execution of 
process by or under the authority of the High Court, and claim is made 
to any money, goods, or chattels taken, or intended to be taken, in execu- 
tion under any process, or to the proceeds or value of any such goods or 
chattels by any person other than the person against whom the process 
issued.”” Held by the court (Matuew and Smiru, JJ.) that the money 

id by Jenner to the sheriff's officer under protest came within the words 
‘ proceeds or value of any such goods or chattels,’’ and that the sheriff 
was therefore entitled to relief by way of interpleader.—Covunsz1, Jelf, 
Q.C., and Safford ; A. Cock ; C. K. Francis. 





Pracrice—Action TRIED IN QuEEN’s Bencu Diviston—Orper FOR A 
New Trrui—Sarvace—Transrer or Action to Apmrratty Division— 
Buxzs or Court, 1883, orp. 36, zr. 6; orp. 49, R. 3.—In the case of The 
Ocean Steamship Company v. Anderson, Tritton, § Co., which came before the 
Divisional Court on the 4th inst., the defendants applied to have the 
action transferred to the Admiralty Division under the following circum- 
stances:—On the 2nd of June, 1880, the plaintiffs’ ship, The Achilles, 

on a sandbank in the River Yangtsze, and The Shanghai went to 
assistance and towed her off. An agreement was then made by the 
masters of the two ships, whereby the master of The Achilles was to pay 
10,000 taels and certain other charges to the master of The Shanghai. The 
owners of The Achilies paid the amount, £2,692, and brought this action 
inst the defendants as owners of part of the cargo to recover the sum 
of £162, the defendants’ proportion of the £2,692, as their general 
average contribution, treating the loss as a general average loss, 
At the trial j t was given for the plaintiffs for this amount, 
the House of Lords eventually ordered a new trial, on the und 
the cargo-owners were not bound by the agreement, and that 
question to be tried was, what was the proper amount to be 
the services rendered so as to be chargeable to general average, 
to which the defendants were bound to contribute their proportion. 
defendants thereupon applied to have the action transferred to the 
Division, on the ground that it was a mere question of salvage. 
Feld the application. On appeal, the court (Manistry and 
held, affirming the decision, that the application was not too 
question to be tried was not determined until the judg- 
of the House of Lords; that the question in reality to be tried was, 
was the value of the salv services rendered by The Shanghai to 
Achilles, and to which the defendants, as cargo-owners, must con- 
and that the Court of Admiralty was the proper court to try that 
; and, further, that the fact that the plaintiffs would, by the 
be deprived of their right to a jury under ord. 36, r. 6, was no 
reason for refusing the application. The action was accordingly trans- 
ferred to the Admiralty Division.—Counset, Gainsford Bruce, Q.C., and 
H. D. Greene ; Cohen, V.C., and J. G. Barnes, Sorwstons, Fluz, Son, $ 
Co. ; Waltons, Bubb, & Johnson. 
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Gaurso—Berrixo Hovses Act, 1853 (16 & 17 Vicr. c. 119), 6. 3— 
“Prace”—Exciosepy Firiv yor Doo Kaces.—In the case of Snow, 





Appellant ; Hill, Respondent, which came before the Divisional Court on 
the 2nd and 4th inst., a question arose as to the meaning of the word 
“place” in the Betting Houses Act, 1853. Section 1 of that Act provides 
that ‘‘no house, office, room, or other place shall be opened, kept, or 
used for the purpose of the owner, occupier, or keeper thereof, or any 

m using the same . . . betting with persons resorting thereto; 
.” and section 3 provides that ‘‘ any person, who, being the owner 
or occupier of any house, office, room, or other place, or a person using 
the same, shall open, keep, or use the same for the purposes hereinbefore 
mentioned, or either of them . . . shall, on summary conviction 
thereof before any two justices of the peace, be liable to forfeit and pay 
a penalty . . .” The appellant was one of a number of persons ina 
certain inclosed field where dog races were being held, and, while there, 
took and laid bets with several persons upon the racing. The appellant 
had no fixed place where he made the bets, nor had he any stool or 
umbrella where he carried on his betting, but walked about the field. On 
an information under the statute, 16 & 17 Vict. c. 119, s. 3, the appellant 
was convicted, on the authority uf the case of Eastwood v. Miller (22 
W. R. 799, L. R. 9 Q. B. 440). On appeal, on a case stated under 20 & 21 
Vict. c. 43, the court (Lord Corzripez, C.J., and A. L. Smirn, J.) held 
that the conviction was wrong. The court said that the Act was passed 
to prevent persons keeping or using houses or places for the purpose of 
betting with persons resorting thereto ; and that, to constitute an offence 
under the Act, the person charged must own, occupy, or keep a house 
or other place for the purpose of betting with persons resorting thereto, 
or must use such house or other place for the pw of betting with 
persons resorting thereto. In Bows v. Fenwick (22 W. R. 804, L. R. 9 
C. P. 339) an umbrella fastened into the ground by a spike, and, in 
Gallaway v. Maries (30 W. R, 151, L. R.8 Q. B. D. 275), a wooden box, not 
attached to the ground, used for the purpose of betting, were held to be 
‘*places.”’ Here, however, the pel m9 used no fixed or ascertained 
‘place’? within the meaning of the statute. The case of Eastwood v. 
Miller was distinguishable, for there the occupier of the ground, was 
summoned and convicted of having kept the whole place and permitted it 
to be used for the purpose of betting. The conviction, therefore, was 
wrong.—CovunskL, J. Rose. Soxicrrors, Purkis § Co.. for A. B. D. Sword, 
Hanley. 
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Banxruptcy—Orper or Discuarce—ConpiT10on—Rasu AND Hazarpovs 
SprcuLaTions—Soiciror—Bankrvuptcy Act, 1883, s. 28, sus-secrron 3— 
RerrosPective Errect—Acts DONE BY BANKRUPT BEFORE COMMENCEMENT 
or Act—Practicr—Costs—APreEal..—In a case of Ez parte Salaman, before 
the Court of Appeal, No. 1, on the 27th ult., a question arose as to the 
retrospective effect of section 28 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883—viz., 
whether, for the purpose of determining whether a condition shall be 
attached to a bankrupt’s order of discharge, the court can take into con- 
sideration facts of the nature mentioned in sub-section 3 which happened 
before the Act came into operation. Section 28 provides, by sub-section 
1, that ‘‘a bankrupt may, at any time after being adjudged bankrupt, 
apply to the court for an order of discharge.’’ By sub-section 2, ‘‘ on the 
hearing of the application the court shall take into consideration a report 
of the official receiver as to the bankrupt’s conduct and affairs, and may 
either grant or refuse an absolute order of discharge, or suspend the 
operation of the order for a specified time, or grant an order of discharge 
subject to any conditions with respect to any or income which 
may afterwards become due to the bankrupt, or with respect to his after- 
acquired property ; provided that the court shall refuse the discharge in all 
cases where the bankrupt has committed any misdemeanour under this 
Act, or part 2 of the Debtors Act, 1869, or any amendment thereof, and 
shall, on proof of any of the facts hereinafter mentioned, either refuse the 
order, or suspend the operation of the order for a specified time, or grant 
an order of discharge subject to such conditions as pe scary (3.) The facts 
hereinbefore referred to are (inter alia) (a.) that the bankrupt has omitted 
to keep such books of account as are usual and proper in the busi- 
ness carried on by him, and as sufficiently lose his business 
transactions and financial position within the three years immediately 
preceding his bankruptcy ; (c.) that the bankrupt has contracted any debt 
provable in the bankruptcy without having at the time of contracting it 
any reasonable or probable ground of expectation (proof whereof shall lie 
on him) of being able to pay it; (d.) that the ow othe has brought 
on his bankruptcy by rash and hazardous speculations or unjusti- 
fiable extravagance in living; (4.) that the bankrupt has been guilty 
of any fraud or fraudulent breach of trust. (4.) For the purposes of 
this section the report of the official receiver shall be primd 
Sacie evidence of the statements therein contained.’’ In the present cave 
the bankrupt was a solicitor. Acco: to his account his business had 
recently produced him an income of about £500 a year, and his expen- 
diture for the maintenance of himself and his — had amounted to 
£600 a year, the difference having been supplied to hifK by friends. He 
had no capital. In 1877 he ey some property in Tokenhouse-yard, 
in the City of London, for £28,700, raising the money to pay for it by 
mo’ ing the property, which had been valued at £40,000. In 1879 he 
commenced a building speculation, pulling down the old house and 
building a new one. He mortgaged the property for over £60,000, includ- 
ing the amount of the original mortgage, which was paid off. The prop- 
erty was then valued at as much as £75,000, a valuation being made by 4 
valuer on behalf of a company who, on the footing of the valuation, 
agreed to advance £50,000, the valuer making a statutory declaration as 
to the value, under the provisions of the M Securities Act of 1865. 
After the new building had been completed, it not let as well as had 
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been anticipated, and, when the bankrupt filed his petition in August, 1884, 
it ap from his statement of irs that his secured and partly- 
secured debts amounted to £83,000, the securities being insufficient, The 
total of unsecured debts (including the balance of the secured debts above 
the value of the securities) amounted to £34,000, to meet which there 
were no assets. The bankrupt admitted that at one time he had entered into 
some speculations on the Stock Exchange, by which he lost from £1,000 
to £1,500. On the bankrupt’s applymg for an order of discharge the 
official receiver made a report, in which he stated that ‘‘the greater part 
of the indebtedness of the bankrupt appears to have heen incurred in con- 
nection with the purchase and rebuilding of the premises in Tokenhouse- 
yard, a building speculation into which the debtor entered in January, 
1877, without having, apparently, any capital, and which he carried out 
with borrowed money.’’ And the official receiver submitted to the court 
that the bankrupt had been guilty of rash and hazardous speculations. 
Mr. Registrar Pepys concurred in this opinion, and he (ante, p. 69) granted 
the bankrupt an order of discharge, subject to the condition that he 
should file annually an account of all his earnings, whether arising from 
his profession of a solicitor or otherwise, and that, after setting aside for 
the maintenance of himself and his family out of those earnings a sum of 
£300 per annum, he should pay over to the official reeeiver the balance of 
such net com) as might from time to time be received by him in cash, 
until he should have paid 10s. in the pound on all debts which had been, 
or might thereafter be, proved in the bankruptcy. The decision was 
affirmed by the Court of Appeal (Brerr. M.R., and Baccatiay and 
Linpiey, L.JJ.). It was urged on behalf of the bankrupt that section 28 
ought not to be construed as applying to acts done before it came into 
operation, because it inflicts a penalty for the doing of acts which were 
not, under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, liable to any penalty, though they 
were under the Bankruptcy Act, 1861, and that such a con- 
struction would be contrary to the ordinary rule that an Act which 
creates a new offence, and inflicts a penalty on any person who commits 
it, ought not to be construed as extending to acts of the same nature 
which were committed before the Act came into operation. And reli- 
ance was ee on the decision of Lord Westbury in Ex parte White 
(9 L. T. N. 8S. 702), upon section 159 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1861, 
where he held that the provisions of that section did not apply to acts 
done by a bankrupt before the Act came into operation. Brert, M.R., 
said that, in his opinion, the construction adopted by the registrar did not 
make the section retrospective in its operation at all. The section dealt with 
something which was to happen after the Act had come into operation— 
viz., whether the bankrupt was or was not to have his discharge ; and the 
section laid down rules for the conduct of the court in doing that which 
it was to do after the Act had come into operation. Here the adjudica- 
tion was made after the commencement of the Act. The bankrupt had 
to apply for the order of discharge; it was hisdoing. On the hearing of 
the application, which must be after the commencement of the Act, the 
court was to take into consideration the report of the official receiver. 
Then sub-section 2 said that ‘‘ the court shail refuse’’ (that was in the 
future) ‘‘ the discharge in all cases where the bankrupt has committed any 
misdemeanour under this Act, or part 2 of the Debtors Act, 1869.’’ There 
some things were introduced which must have taken place before the 
commencement of the Act of 1883. Then sub-section 2 went on to say that 
the court should, on proof of any of the facts thereinafter mentioned, 
either refuse the discharge, or suspend it, or grant it subject to a condition. 
The facts referred to were mentioned in sub-section 3. It was said that 
the omission by the bankrupt to keep proper books of account was a new 
offence. Was it a right or wrong thing for a trader to omit to keep 
books of account? Everyone knew that it had been for the last 200 years 
considered a blemish on the character of a trader not to keep proper 
books ofaccount. So, again, to contract debts without reasonable or pro- 
bable ground of expectation of being able to pay them was an impro- 
priety. All the things mentioned in sub-section 3 were well known to be 
ne before the Act of 1883 was passed. To enter into rash and 
hazardous speculations was wrong conduct before the Act of 1883 was 
passed. That Act did not manufacture a new, wrong thing; it only took 
notice in a new way of that which had always been known to be wrong. 
Tn order to say that section 28 did not apply to acts done before the com- 
mencement of the Act it would be necessary to introduce into it the 
words ‘‘since the passing of this Act,’’ and there were no such words in 
the section. If the case stood on the words of the section alone, there 
was no reason why, when a bankrupt applied after the commencement of 
the Act for an order of discharge, the court should not take into con- 
sideration his conduct before the commencement of the Act. His 
lordship was inclined to think that the court might do so even if 
the adjudication had been made before the commencement of the 
Act. ut it was said that Ez parte White was an authority 
to the contrary. That, however, was a decision upon section 159 
of the Bankruptcy Act, 1861, the language of which was peculiar. The 
conduct of the bankrupt—such as entering into rash and hazardous 
speculations—was by that section treated as criminal, and an alternative 
power was given to the court to sentence him to be imprisoned for a year, 
and, moreover, the section contained a proviso ‘‘that no person shall be 
liable by virtue of this Act to any criminal pr or alty in 
respect of any matter which may have occurred before the passing of this 
Act to which he would not have been liable if this Act had not B vy 
Lord Wistbury rested his decision on the fact that the section gave a 
criminal character to the acts in question. But section 28 of the Act of 
1883 did not treat the acts in question as crimes (as, indeed, they were not, 
thovgh they were very wrong things for a trader to do), and the proviso 
which was 4 section 159 of the Act of 1861 had been purposely omitted 
from section 28. Moreover, in Ex parte Staner (2 D. M. & G. 263) and 
in Ex parte Dornford (4 De G, & 8. 29) it was held by Knight Bruce and 








Lord Cranworth, L.JJ., and by Knight Bruce, V.C., that, under the 
Bankruptcy Act of 1849, conduct of a bankrupt, of a similar nature to 
that which was dealt with by section 28, could be taken into consideration, 
though it had occurred before the Act came into operation. The decision 
of Lord Westbury in Ez parte White was not inconsistent with these cases, 
because the language of the Acts was different, and in the present case the 
decision in Ex parte Staner was applicable and the court would act on it. 
The bankrupt was a solicitor, and, if he acted properly, he owed his 
whole time to his business. His business was a small one, and he had no 
capital. He went out of his pruper business and speculated on the Stock 
. He was not investing money, but simply playing for a rise 

or a fall in stocks, and when he lost he had not a with which to 
pay the loss. This was absolutely recklessly rash and hazardous specula- 
tion ; it was a thing which no prudent and steady man engaged in the 
business of a solicitor would have done. A solicitor who had not a shilling 
in his pocket had no business to have anything to do with speculations on 
the Stock Exchange. The same observations applied to the building specu- 
lation. If the — 4 had had m in his pocket it might not have 
been a rash and h ous speculation ; he would have had a right to lose 
his own money. But when a man without a shilling of his own, and who 
had his own business as a solicitor to carry on, entered into a building 
ulation with borrowed money, knowing that, if did not sell or let 

e property immediately, he must be choked by the interest on the 
money which he had borrowed, to ask the court to belie’ 
not rash and hazardous speculation was to ask them to become children. 
There was not a business man who would not say that this was the most 
reckless rashness. In his lorship’s opinion it was a bad practice for any 
solicitor to enter into speculations not connected with his business. Ifa 
solicitor chose to enter into building speculations, or speculations on the 
Stock Exchange, or to lend money to persons who were ae in such 
Sean he did that which was inconsistent with his duty to his 
clients as a solicitor, and his lordship wished that the law was that a 
solicitor ot 7 me off the rolls 2 ee a —s was 
disposed to thi t —y nye’ 80 e present case was, if any- 
thing, too lenient, and that the order of discharge should have been abso- 
lutely refused. The court, however, could not alter the registrar’s decision 
unless it was palpably wrong. Baccautay, L.J., said that if all conduct 
of the bankrupt before the commencement of the Act must be excluded 
from consideration under section 28, the section would be made a dead 
letter as to some of its provisions for some time after the Act came into 
operation. Lrvouey, L.J.; thought it was clear to demonstration that the 
conduct of the bankrupt before the commencement of the Act might be 
taken into account, for otherwise the result would be that the court 
could in no case refuse an unconditional order of discharge to a bankrupt 
who had been adjudged a bankrupt shortly after the Act came into opera- 
tion. 

The official receiver, who was acting as trustee in the bankruptcy, 
appeared to oppose the pppeal, and some creditors who had appeared in 
the court below, and been served with notice of the appeal, also 
appeared to oppose. The court gave the official receiver his costs of the 
appeal out of the deposit, but refused to allow the creditors any costs.— 

OUNSEL, Cooper Willis, Q.C., and Sidney Woolf; J. Macdonell ; H. Reed. 
Soutcrrors, Linklater, Hackwood, § Co.; W. W. Aldridge; F. Lawrence. 
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Banxruptcy—Orper An» Dispostt1ion—B111 or SaLe—Goons mx Dzsron’s 
Trae on Business—Banxevrtcy Act, 1883, s. 44, suB-secTion (2) (iti.).—In 
a case of Ex parte The Trustee, In re Wallis, which came Cave, J., on 
the 3rd and 5th inst., a question arose as to the of the word 
‘ business” in section 44, sub-section (2) (iii.), of the Ban Act. 
The trustee in bankruptc i certain included in a 
as against the holder of the bill of sale. e goods had 
peers: of = grantor = his bankra ptey, and ys oa 
was whether they were in his possession, er, or 
trade or hen’ The corres ion in section 
Bankruptcy Act, 1869, is ‘* being a .”* The trustee’s con 
that the debtor, although not a trader, was carrying on 
time of his bankruptcy. The debtor was a barrister, 
promoting public companies. In January, 1880, he 
Ankerwyke House, with seventy-nine acres of jand, 
1880, he took a hundred acres more, of which he su 

ye bles, trait fl “er # orehida in such 

that he raised vegeta f lowers, 8 
as to constitute him a market gardener; and that he bought 
sold cattle and bred horses to a greater extent than was incidental to 
business of a farmer, so as to constitute him, at all events, a cattle 
Cave, J., held, on the evidence, that the land was suitable to the 
ence, and was taken for purposes of pleasure, and that 
cumstances were as far removed as possible from taking th 
farming purposes. There were on the farm horses 

purposes, and other stock, including cows, but 

ry was used in the house, and only the surplus sold. 
wee fo oid Set uelaing ths heme ent banal Sor, penpenes 

mary object e uUrposes 
Pee Dlding for purposes of business. The denierapt fell 
culties, and for a short time the intention of mone’ 
upper hand; the legitimate use of the house ito the 
bs ig under pressure of pec! difficulties, the bankrupt had some 
of the produce of the garden, but he could not on that account be said to 
have carried on the business of a market gardener, And, looking at the 
list of plants in the glasshouses, oe oe only what might be exp cted 
in such a case, where a house and worth £400 a year were used tur 
pleasure, His lordship held that the whole claim of the 
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and the grantee of the bill of sale was entitled to the goods,—Covnssz1, | shorthand writer’s notes, Cave, J., refused, and said it was against the 

Winslow 0.0, and H. Reéd ; Warmington, Q.C., and Ridton. Soxrcrrors, practice of the court to allow these costs, unless the application was made 

S. H. Behrend ; Ed. Lee. at the commencement of the case.—Counsg, Pyke ; Yate-Lee. Soxtcrrons, 
Irvine § Hodges ; Druce, Jackson, § Attlee. 





Banxrvuprcy—Excvtion anove £20—Noricsz or Petrrion wiTH1n Four- 
teen Days or Satze—Norice to Person ExecuTiInc Writ—SxHerirr— 
Derrmirron—Banxrvrtcy Acr, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), s. 46, sUB- CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 
sEcTION 2; s. 168.—In the case of Ex parte Nicholls, In re Holland, which; RS. C., 1883, orp. 65, x. 11—Cosrs—Unnucessary Proceepincs—Orpre 
came before Cave, J., on the 5th inst., a question arose as to the meaning | yon Paywent py a Soxicrror.—In a case of The Ladywell Mining Company y, 
of the word “‘ sheriff ” in the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. Section 168 of the Act Huggons, before Pearson, J., on the 6th inst., an order was made for the 
defines it to include ‘‘ any officer charged with the execution of a writ or payment of the costs of some proceedings by a solicitor personally. An 
other process.” Under section 46, sub-section 2, in the case of an execu- | action was brought by a company against two of their original directors 
tion for an amount above £20, the sheriff must hold the proceeds for four- | seeking to make them account for moneys which it was alleged that they, 
teen days, and if within that time notice is served on him of a bankruptcy | with other directors, had improperly obtained from the vendors of some 
petition against the debtor and bankruptcy ensue, he must pay the money | property to the company. The present action was brought by the company 
to the trustee in bankruptcy. In this case a judgment for an amount | goainst the representatives of other other directors of the company 
exceeding £20 was obtained against the debtor in the Mayor’s Court of | who were dead, claiming to make their estates liable for the same moneys, 
London, and execution was issued directed to the serjeant-at-mace of | The defendants respectively had obtained an order that the company should 
that court. On his arrival at the premises of the debtor he found the | ive security for the costs of the action, and that all the proceedings in the 
officer of the sheriffs of London in possession under writs of execution | action should be stayed until the security wasgiven. The security not having 
directed to the sheriffs of London, and the serjeant-at-mace delivered to | peen given, the company took out a summons, asking that all proceedings 
him the warrant for execution. The officer of the sheriffs levied and sold | in the action might be stayed until the trial of the first action, the com- 
under all the writs, and having received the proceeds of sale paid over the | pany undertaking to be bound by the judgment in that action. Pzanson, 
amount of the warrant of execution in the _Mayor’s Court to the serjeant- a dismissed the summons, with costs, on the und that two actions 
at-mace. On the day following, and within fourteen days of sale, notice | ought not to have been brought, but that the defendants to the second 
of a bankruptcy petition was served on the officer of the sheriffs of | action might have been sued in the first. And, on the ground that the 
London, but no notice was served on the serjeant-at-mace within that | summons ought not to have been taken out while the order for security 
time. The trustee in bankruptcy claimed the money which still remained | for costs had not been complied with, he ordered the solicitor personally 
in the hands of the serjeant-at-mace. Cave, J., held that the trustee | t) pay the costs of the summons.—Covnskx, Cookson, Q.C., and 8. Brice; 
was entitled to the money as against the creditor, as the sheriff's officer | 4 “Young ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Lemon ; T. Brett. Souicrrors, Jackson § 
was an “‘officer charged with the execution of the writ,” within the | pans; John Holmes ¢ Son ; Hepburn, Son, § Cutliffe ; Chester, Mayhew, ¢ 00. 
meaning of section 168, and notice to him was, therefore, notice to the 
sheriff within section 46, sub-section 2.—Covunsei, S. Woolf; Cooper Willis, — 
QC. Souxrcrrozs, Davidson & Morriss ; D. Blelloch. 








QUEEN’s BENCH DIvVISION—DIVISIONAL COURT. 


(Before Lord CotErtpGz, C.J., and Manisty, J.) 
Swati Bawxecercy—Disctamer—Power or Covrt To mpose Terms py 

arrer DiscLarmer—Banxrvrtcy Act, 1883, s. 55--Banxruptcy Rvizs, Feb. 18.—In re Chaffers (a Solicitor). 
1883, n. 232 (z.).—In the case of Ez parte Zerfass, In re Sandwell, which | Solicitor—Order to registrar to issue certificate—Refusal by the 
came before Cave, J., on the 9th inst., a question arose as to the power of| Master of the Rolls—Jurisdiction—Solicitors Act, 1860 (23 & 24 
the court in small bankruptcies to order payment of rent where the official) ‘Vict, ¢, 127), 8. 23—Solicitors Act, 1877 (40 & 41 Vict. c. 25), 8. 
receiver, as trustee, had disclaimed a lease. e€ premises were let on 23: schedule 2 
lease at an annual rent of £160. The landlord applied to the court for an . . 


inst the trustee for the payment of £36 rent for the occupation This was an application by Mr. Alexander Chaffers, a solicitor, for an 
from the time when the trustee held a sale there to the | order that the registrar of solicitors should grant to him a certificate, to 

the premises were actually delivered up, and alleged that the | enable him to — as a solicitor of the em Court for the current 
kept on the premises in order to allow the purchasers time to | year. The app t had not renewed his ce: te since the the year 1866. 
bought, and thereby the goods had realized a better | He had applied to the Master of the Rolls forthe order, but his application 

or the trustee it was contended that, as rule 232 of the Bank- | had refused. A question arose as to the jurisdiction of the court. 
, Which provides that a lease may be disclaimed without | Section 23 of the Attorneys and Solicitors Act, 1860, provided that, ‘if 

in certain cases where the bankrupt has not sub-let | any attorney or solicitor, after having, at any time, taken out a stamped 

, &c., includes (sub-section a.) the case where ‘‘ the ite, 8 for the space of a whole year from and after the expiration 
under the provisions of section 121 of this Act,’’ | thereof, have neglected to renew the same for the following year, the 
administered under that section as a small bank- — shall not afterwards grant a certificate to such attorney or 

é Official receiver as trustee was absolute, and the | solicitor, except under an order of the Master of the Rolls in the case of a 
to review his decision after disclaimer. Cave, J., said | solicitor, or of one of the superior courts of law at Westminster, or one 
-section 2, of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, provided that | of the judges thereof, in the case of an attorney; and it shall be lawful 
disclaimer was to free the trustee as from the date when | for the Master of the Rolls, or such court or judge, to direct the registrar 
in him. Then in sub-section 3 follows a power in which | to issue a certificate to such person upon such terms and conditions as he 
ed to impose terms before giving leave to disclaim ; but | or they shall think fit.” By section 23 of the Solicitors Act, 1877, the 


court was to impose them as a condition precedent to the | Acts mentioned in the lst part of the 2nd schedule to the Act are repealed 


disclaim ; but when once the disclaimer was made the power of | a8 from the Ist of ey hy to the extent mentioned in that schedule, 
gone. In this case the trustee had power to disclaim with- | ‘‘ with the qualification that so much of the said Acts as is set forth in the 
to court ; and as long as the rule stood the court had no | 2nd part of that schedule shall be re-enacted in manner therein 
to terms or to make the order asked for. The application | appearing, and shall be of the same force as if enacted in the body of this 
be repeal shall not affect (a.) anything duly 


with coste.—Covnser, F. Cooper Willis; Muir | Act: Provided also, that this 
done or suffered under any enactment hereby repealed ; or (6.) any right, 


lackenzie. Sorictrons, R. H. Ward; The Official Solicitor. 
liability, or —, acquired, accrued, or incurred under any enactment 
hereby repealed, or any legal proceeding or remedy in respect of any such 
Basxucrroy—Mervat Carnit—Ser-ory—Deatixos wirn Taverer— | right, gine or penalty; and any such legal proceeding and remedy 
Suonrmasy Nores—Cosrs—Baxxevrrcy Act, 1883, s. 38.—In the case of | may be on as if this Act had not been passed.’’ In part 1 of 
Bx parte Reid, In re Gillespie, betore Cave, J., on the 10th inst., a question | schedule 
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but, in part 2, it is mentioned as re-enac in the 





bankruptcy. The applicants were creditors of the bankrupts at the time 
A West Indian firm drew a bill on the bankrupts, 
to a firm who were debtors of the bankrupts, and who 


handed and indorsed the bill to the trustee in bankruptcy in ment of 
their debt to the estate. The trustee posoouted the bih to the anplicante 
who accepted it to save proceedings a the drawer. They subse- 
quently paid the bill to the trustee on the due date under protest, and 
now asked for an order for ment of the amount, on the ground that 
they were entitled to set against the amount of the bill an equal 
amount of their debt to the cetate, under section 38 of the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1983. Cavz, J., held that this was not so, and the application must 
be diomesed with conte. The case was within the general rule laid down 
im In 1¢ The Milan esate Capitay, Ez porte Theys (82 W. BR. 401, L. 
RB. B Ch. D. , that bankruptcy put an end to mutual credit and deal- 


2, section 23 of the Act of 1860 is mentioned as being entirely 
arose as to when the period of mutual credit and set-off terminates under — ; 
followin 


terms :—‘‘If any solicitor of the Supreme Court, after having, 
at any time, taken out a stamped certificate, neglects, for a whole year 
after the expiration thereof, to renew the same for the following year, the 
registrar shall not afterwards grant a certificate to such solicitor, except 
under an order of the Master of the Rolls, and it shall be lawful for the 


Master of the Rolls to direct the registrar to issue a certificate to such 


- on — terms and — as he may think fft.”’ 
e applicant appeared in person. 

Reid, Q.0., for the Incorporated Law Society, said that there was a 
liminary objection to the application, that the matter was absolutely 
n the discretion of the Master of the Rolls, and that there was no appeal 


from his decision. 


The applicant urged that the Queen's Bench Division had jurisdiction 





Aore, there could be no mutual credit after an act of 
-_ The exception to that rule in Filiott ¥. Turquand (WW. ft. 
477, L. B. 7 App. Cas, 79) was where there was a secret act of bank. | 


m1 application on behalf of the trustee to 


over solicitors, and that this was not an appeal. The ancient jurisdiction 
of this court could not be taken away except by clear words, and he asked, 
in the alternative, for a mandamus to the registrar to grant the certificate. 


Lord Coneutmor, C J,—Under section 23 of the Act of 1860, a solicitor had 


a right to apply to the Master of the Rolls, and an attorney had a right to 
allow costes of the | apply to oneot the courts of common law. The Judicature Act provided 
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that, after its ing, all attorneys should be solicitors of the Supreme 
Court. But, though an attorney was thus made a solicitor, his right, under 
the Act of 1860, to apply to a court of common law remained unaffected. 
Then the Act of 1877 provided that any right or remedy should be carried 
on as if that Act had not been passed. Did not the right of an attorney 
who had been turned into a solicitor by the Judicature Act remain as it 
was under the Act of 1860? 

Reid, Q.C., submitted that the only “right acquired,’’ which was 
preserved by section 23 of the Act of 1877, notwithstanding the repeal of 
section 23 of the Act of 1860, was a right uired by an application 
actually made to the court before the repeal took effect, a legal proceed- 

ing actually pending at the time when the took effect. It was not 
intended to reserve to all solicitors who had been attorneys before the 
Judicature Act a right to apply to a common law division of the High 
Court. 

Lord Cotznrper, C.J.—I am not myself without some doubt upon this 
matter, but my learned brotheri s, and I have great confidence in his 
judgment. I am willing, therefore, to waive any doubt which I myself 
entertain. I admit that the general view of the statute is in favour of 
the objection taken by the Law Society ; and, unless the right of the 
applicant is a right which is saved by the proviso in the 23rd _ section, it is 
perfectly clear that the re-enactment is express, —_ that the Master of 
the Rolls is the sole authority who can direct the to issue the 
certificate, and in the present case the Master of the Rolls has refused to 
doso. Upon that ground it seems to me that this court is without jurisdic- 
tion. It might be said that the re-enactment is inconsistent with the 
repeal; and, coming later, and not being alluded to in the proviso, the re- 
enactment is absolute, and is not affected by the proviso, because the 
proviso does not mention it. But I prefer to put my decision upon the broad 
ground that the words of the statute seem to be clear, and although there 
may be some doubt, the doubt is not shared by the whole of the court. 
Upon the whole, therefore, I am of opinion that we have no jurisdiction to 
hear this application. 


Manisry, J.—It seems to me that this court has no jurisdiction to grant 
the application. No doubt, as my lord has pointed out, the language of 
the re-enactment in 2 of the 2nd schedule to the Act of 1877 seems 
to be conclusive, unless there is something to take the case out of it, 
because the Janguage is ¢ absolute. What is there to cut it down, or qualify 
it? Itis the proviso to section 23 which raises the doubt—viz., that this 
repeal shall not affect ‘‘any right acquired.” Now the right which the 
apices says he has acquired is a right to take out his certificate. He 

no such right. There was a form of by which he mi cal 
acquire the right ; but he had noabsolute right. The question is whe’ 
he can now, by the form prescribed, obtain the right. Down to 1866 he 
took out his certificate. He then omitted to take it out. He then had no 
right whatever to practise; he had no right to have a certificate granted 
to him if, for twelve months, he omitted to take it out. There was a 
mode by "which he might acquire the right, but that mode has been 
altered, and it seems to me that, itin that way, the proviso is 

tly clear. I will give this illustration. This Act was passed on the 
of. July, 1877. pose that, before the Act was passed, the 

applicant had come to this court, and had obtained an order which gave 

the right to take out his certificate. He would have acquired ~ 
right, and then, although the registrar is prohibited from gran 

certificate, except under the order of the Master of the Rolls, yet, 
that the applicant would have obtained the right to a certificate A an 
order made, but not acted upon, but which he had a right to act upon 
before the Act passed, then he would have had a — to go to the regis- 
trar and say, ‘‘ Although you are prohibited from — <7 this 
certificate, except under an order of the Master of T have 
acquired a right toa certificate by an order of the Queen’s Bench ’Diviaion 
made before the Act of 1877 was passed.”” Such a case as that would 
have satisfied, as it appears to me, the meaning, or one of the meanings, 
of the words of the proviso, and I think that was the intention. But here 
the applicant has acquired no such right before the passing of the Act of 
1877. I will not say it is clear (I should be very comny te say so after the 
doubt which has been expressed by my lord), le mind, that is the 
true result of this legislation. I am, therefore, of on that we have no 
jurisdiction to entertain this application. 


Lord Cotznipes, O.J.—The judgment which we have pronounced Ds 
cludes = 4 question about granting a mandamus to the registrar. If the 
as we have held, forbidden by the Act of Parliament to issue 
4 certificate, except under the order of the Master of the Rolls, then, if 
we were to t a mandamus, the registrar would be justified in sayirg, 
I will not obey it, because the Legislature has said I am not to do so 








SOCIETIES. 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was pea at the Law institution, sige sah lane, London, on Wednesday, 
pros th inst, ; Mr, J. Anderson Rose in th 0 chair, The other directors 
Leloe a eawis fiedese, HL Norwich, W - we (Ohel fend): 

n ays, ry ms 
Hr W Willner F T” Woolbert, and’ J.T tary), A 
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A LEGAL MENU. 


Tue Boston (U.S.A.) Journal states that on Februaty 5 tiie annual session 
of the “ Boppeme reme Non-judicial Court”’ of the Boston Bar Association was 
held at the Hotel Vendéme, Boston. One hundred fifty members of 
the Bar assembled to discuss ‘‘ The Constitutional Question of Visas 

necessary for an Adult’s Support’’’; and before the com- 
menced, ‘‘ Col. J. W. Wolcott, =e the defendant, presented to lawyer 
the following defendant’s brief” 
SUPREME NON-1 -JUDICIAL COURT. 

Fasevary Term, 1885. 





BOSTON BAR ASSOCIATION VY. HOTEL VENDOME. 


POINTS i cca 





DEFENDANT'S OPENING. 


o io unius est exclusio alterius.’’ 
Foran ordan v. Dennis, 7 Met. 591.) 
Im. 
CHANGE OF VENUE. 
Pommery and Greno. E 
a. Broiled Potomac River Shad, sauce Bernaise. 
(See Hooker’s Reports ; a ) 


4. Filet of Red Snapper au gratin, & 
c. Sliced Tomatoes—Potatoes 4 la Parisienne. 


‘‘ Mala pronunciatio non nocet.”’ 
Defendant ‘‘sets up’”” Pommery and Greno as a special traverse 
absque Hock. 
IV. 


METES (WITHOUT BOUNDS). 


@, Philadel agen, wn SJ eee. 
b. Tenderloin of bch, 


with mi 
d. Potato croquetca, French srg te a 


ree etal tepeeiaie” 
It is submitted that the burden is now on the plaintiff. 
Vv. 


a. Com of pi aa 
Tce Aneel an Ourstane. 


uettes of chicken, aux - 
‘Let us have bein whether these es of Grant’ constitute 
a valid con 
e. Oyster oe a 


Roman punch. tated by Justinian.) 


CUMULATIVE hs en 
1. Canvasback duck. 
(See Drake on Attachmen 
“‘Nullum simile est idem.” 
Want of proper tadorecstent tn coxtats cast of must be 
(Robbins v. Hill, 12 Pi A Trall Howiand, 10 Cush. 109, 112.) 
2. Broiled quail on toast. Roast larded grouse. Dressed celery. 
Guava jelly. es fried potatoes. 


Russe, "Velca-vents of Apricots 
. Charlotte Russe. -au-ven 
r 3. “Assorted Cake. Macédoine of Fruit. 
Mesh with Orange Ice. 
wastecain fon Coens, Contained Fruit 
ce 4 
ry 4. Remainders. 
Assorted Green and Dry Fruits. 
afeat ona English Stilton Cheese 
Old Rogu : 
6. Summing Up. 


Crackers. Olives. Coffee. 
oot Bemolry Dana lex.” 


“To constitute a eae Loe one Leg essential that 
Pick. 280 


"(lason ¥. Thompeon, Ps . for Defendant 





sum of £275 was Misteibuted in ta of relief, one yet member was 
admitted to the association, and cnet general business was transacted, 
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OBITUARY. 


MR, JAMES CAMPEY LAYCOCK. 


Mr. James Cam Laycock, solicitor (many years at the head of the 
firm of Laycock, p+ By "% Laycock), of Huddersfield, died on the 17th 
in 


ult., in his eighty- hth year. Mr. Laycock was born at Seen, 
Yorkshire, in 1796. He served his articles with Messrs. Russell & Mackay, 
of York, and with Messrs. Iliffe, Cardale, & Russell, of Bedford-row. 
He was admitted a solicitor in 1819, and a year later he settled at 
Huddersfield, where he carried on an extensive practice for nearly sixty 
He was for many years clerk to the West Riding magistrates at 
Hnddersfiela, and upon the incorporation of the town, he was selected as 
the first clerk to the borough magistrates, but he resigned both offices in 
1872. He was for many years solicitor to the Huddersfield Banking 
Company, of which he was one of the original promoters, and he was 
successively honorary secretary to, and president of, the Huddersfield 
. Mr. Laycock was also chairman of the Huddersfield Gas 
He was for many years in partnership with Mr. George Dyson, 
and more recently his son, Mr. William Laycock, became a ner in the 
firm. Mr. Laycock had been a widower for many years. He leaves one 
son and two daughters. 


MR. FREDERICK JAMES SMITH. 


Mr. Frederick James Smith, barrister, recorder of Margate, died at his 
residence, 3, Montserrat-road, Putney, on the 19th ult. Mr. Smith was 
born in 1819. He was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Trinity 
peso se he was a member of the South-Eastern Circuit. He had 


a e criminal business, and he was for many years one of the 

itioners at the Kent, Rochester, and Gravesend Sessions. 
Mr. was known as the author of a work on ‘‘ Quarter Sessions 
Practice.” He acted in 1866 as a commissioner for inquiring into the 


existence of corrupt practices in the borough of Reigate, and he had been 

recorder of the borough of Margate ever since the establishment of a 

— court of quarter sessions for that borough. Mr. Smith leaves a 
and a large family. 


MR. JOHN ROBINSON LEGGE. 


Mr. John Robinson Legge, solicitor (of the firm of Legge & Miller), 
died at Houghton-le-Spring, on the 23rd ult., at the age of seventy-five. 
Mr. Legge was born in 1809. He was admitted a solicitor in 1835, and 
had thus practised for about half a century at Houghton-le-Spring. He 
was a commissioner for the county of Durham, and held several 

appointments. He was in partnership with Mr. David Miller, 
the clerk to the ae caret ay Sees Board. His firm are joint 
clerks to the magistrates and to the Houghton and Sunderland District 

Board. x was clerk to the Newbattle School Board 
Penshaw erton United District School Board, superin- 
registrar, also clerk to the Houghton Board of Guardians, 
Committee, School Attendance Committee, and Rural Sanitary 


ie 


MR. RICHARD DEACON. 


Mr. Richard Deacon, solicitor, died at W ord, on the 20th ult., 
im his eightieth year. Mr. Deacon was born in 1805. He served his 
articles with Mr. Richard Allnutt Hedges, of Wallingford, and was 
admitted a solicitor in 1829. He had practised for over fifty years at 

» where he had an extensive and lucrative 


Wi mrivate business, 
He an active 


in local business. He had been for many years a 

member of the W ord Town Council, and he was three times elected 

mayor of the Mr. Deacon was ulso a borough magistrate, 

& commissioner of taxes, a ernor of the Grammar School, and a 

director of the Wallingford Company. He was the senior member 

of the Wi Town Council and the oldest practising solicitor in 
. Deacon was buried on the 24th ult. 


MR, WILLIAM DORE, 


Dore, solicitor, , and , died at Wells on the 
22nd ult. ie See castes ae was admitted 4 solicitor in 
1858, and he had ever since at Wells, where he confined himself 
almost entirely to ecclesiastical business. Mr. Dore was a notary public, 
and he had been, for several years, registrar of the diocese of Bath and Wells, 
He had been, for many years, connected with the 
He was of hey 


ion of Wells. 
mayor of the in 1876, and he was at the time of his death an 
alderman. At the meeting of the Wells Town Council, on the 2nd inst., 


the mayor alluded to the great ability and the high character of the late 
Alderman Dore, and a vote of sympathy with his family was unanimously 





MR. CHARLES SEDGLEY. 


Mr. Charles Sed solicitor (the head of the firm of Sed 
Greenup, & Roscoe sled at ord om the 2th ult. Mr. Sedgley 


many years carried on an extensive practice at Knutsford, and he was at 
with Mr. William Greenup 

commissioner for 
way Board. 


was 4 
The firm are 





joint clerks to the magistrates at Knutsford, to the Commissioners of 
Assessed, and Income Taxes, and to the visiting justices of the Knutsford 
County Gaol. 





MR. FRANCIS TURNER. 


Mr. Francis Turner, barrister, died suddenly at his residence, 39, 
Primrose-hill-road, on the 28th ult. Mr. Turner was born in 1830, and 
was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Easter Term, 1864, when 
he joined the Home Circuit and the Kent Sessions. He gradually 
obtained a wide reputation as a sound lawyer and a painstaking advocate, 
and, at the time of his death, he had a very good junior business. Mr, 
Turner was known as the author of a work on ‘‘ The Contract of Pawn.” 
He was counsel for the defendant in the memorable libel action brought 
by Risk Allah Bey against the proprietor of the Standard. He was 
recently en in the action of Crowder v. Charrington, which was heard 
at considerable “>> before Mr. Justice Chitty. In opening a case in 
the Queen’s Bench Division on the 2nd inst., Mr. Ambrose, Q.C., spoke 
of his sorrow at being deprived of the services of his junior, Mr. Turner. 
Mr. Justice Hawkins observed that his death was a great loss to the 
profession. 





— 


LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Henry Ray Fresuri21p, solicitor, has been appointed High Shenft 
of the County of Sussex for the ensuing year. Mr. Freshfield is the son of 
the late Mr. James William Freshfield, and was born in 1814. He was 
educated at the Charterhouse, and was admitted a solicitor about the year 
1837. He practised for many years at 5, Bank-buildings, when he was 
solicitor to the Bank of Engiand and to the East and West India Dock 
Company. Mr. Freshfield is a istrate for Sussex and a commissioner 
of lieutenancy for the City of London. 


Mr. Ciement Watpron, solicitor, of Cardiff and Llandaff, has been 
ae f by the high sheriff of Glamorganshire (Lieutenant-Colonel 

ward Stock Hill) to be Under Sheriff of that county for the ensuing 
year. Mr. Waldron was admitted a solicitor in 1850. He is district 
probate registrar at Llandaff. 


Mr. Geoncrz Ley Bopr11y, solicitor (of the firm of Trythan & Bodilly), of 
Penzance, has been appointed Solicitor to the Penzance Public Baths 
Company. Mr. Bodilly was admitted in 1880. 


Mr. Atrrep Joszru Artuy, solicitor, of Rochford and Greys Thurrock, 
has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme 
Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Joun Cownre Tuomson, advocate, has been appointed Shoriff of 
Forfarshire. 


Mr. Davin Brann, advocate, has been appointed Sheriff of Ayrshire. 


Mr. Morton Wii11am Sairu, barrister, has been appointed Prosecuting 
Counsel to the Mint for the County of Kent, in. succession to his father, 
the late Mr. Frederick James Smith. Mr. M. W. Smith was called to the 
bar at the Middle Temple in Trinity Term, 1872. 


Mr. Wi11sm Newton, barrister, has been appointed an Unofficial 
Member of the Council of Government of the Colony of Mauritius. Mr. 
— was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Trinity Term, 

Mr. Kennetru Avovusrvs Mourn Macxenzig, barrister, bas been a’ eee 
Clerk of the Crown in Chancery, in succession to Mr. Ralph 5 arlton 
Palmer, resigned. Mr. Mackenzie is the third son of the late Sir Alexander 
Muir Mackenzie, Baronet, and was born in 1845. He was educated at 
Balliol College, Oxford, where he graduated second class in Litera 
Humaniores in 1868. He was called to the bar at Lincoln's-inn in Easter 
Term, 1873, and he formerly practised in the Chancery Division. Mr. 
Mackenzie has been principal secretary to the Lord Chancellor since 1881. 

Mr. Henry Miiis Brapwoop, of the Bombay Civil Service, has been 
appointed a J of the High Court of Judicature at Bombay, on the 
resignation of Mr. Justice Kemball. 


Sir Ricuanp Henry Wyatt, solicitor and parliamentary agent (of the 
firm of Wyatt, Hoskins, & Hooker), of 28, Parliament-street, has been 
ai ited High sheritt of Merionethshire for the ae year. Sir R. 

yatt was a solicitor in 1851. He has been for many years 
clerk of the peace and clerk to the lieu for the county of Surrey, 
and he received the honour of knighthood in 1883. Sir R. Wyatt is a 
magistrate for Merionethshire and the Cinque Ports, and a deputy- 
lieutenant for Merionethsbire. 

Mr. Dovoras Krosroxp, barrister, has been appointed Recorder of the 
age of Margate, in succession to the late Mr. Frederick Jonas Smith. 
i. — was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Michaelmas 

erm, ° 

Mr. Hersert Beavaont, solicitor (of the firm of Harrison, Beaumont, 
& — of Wakefield, has been appointed Clerk to the Wakefield 
Board Guardians and Assessment Committee, and Superintendent 
Registrar for the district. Mr. Beaumont was admitted 4 solicitor in 1874, 

Mr. Bensamim Sr. Jonn Ackens, barrister, who has been elected M.P. 
for the Western Division of Gloucestershire in the Conservative interest, 
is the only surviving son of Mr. James Ackers, of Ee 
Gloucestershire, and was born in 1839. He was educated at Rugby an 
at 8t. John’s College, Oxford, and he was called to the bar at coln’s- 








inn in Easter Term, 1865, He is a magistrate and deputy-lieutenant for 
Gloucestershire. , my 
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LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
March 5.—Bills Read a Second Time. 

Parvarz Brts.—Bute Docks (Cardiff); Oanada North-West Land 
Company; Northern Railway of Buenos Ayres Company; Rhymney 
Railway; Taff Vale Railway; Thames Deep Water Dock; and Tilbury 
and Gravesend Tunnel Junction Railway (Abandonment). 

Ecclesiastical Commissioners. 


Bills in Committee. 
Marriages Legalization. 
Prevention of Crime Act (Amendment). 
March 6.—Bills Read a Second Time 


Parvats Brrts.—The Witham Drainage (Steeping River) ; Manchester 
City Extension and Rating. 
Bill in Committee. 


Ecclesiastical Commissioners. 


Bill Read a Third Time. 
Prevention of Crime Act (Amendment). 


March 9.—Bill Read a Third Time. 
Ecclesiastical Commissioners. 
HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
March 5.—Bill Read a Second Time. 
Parvate Briu.—Corporation of London (Tower Bridge). 
Bill in Committee. 
Municipal Voters (Relief). 
March 6.—Biii Read a Second Time. 
Private Brrt.—Metropolitan Board of Works. 
Bill in Committee. 


March 9.—Bills Read a Second Time. 

Parvatz Bruis.—Cathcart District Railway; Didcot, Newbury, and 
Southampton Railway; Glyn Valley Tramway; Great Northern aces | 
(Various Powers) ; cashire and Yorkshire Railway; Llangammarc 
and Neath and Brecon Junction Railway ; London and South-Western 
Railway (Various Powers) ; London, Brighton, and South Coast Railway 


Redistribution. 


ae voy Powers); London, Chatham, and Dover Railway (Capital) 
on Riverside Fish Market (Extension of Time); Mersey way 
Northwich Water; and Selby and Mid Yorkshire Union Railway. 
Bill in Committee. 
Municipal Voters (Relief). 
March 10.—Biills Read a Second Time. 
Parvarz Brris.—Horsforth Water; Liverpool and Birkenhead Subway. 
Bill in Committee. “ 


Redistribution. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Orpzr or Court. 


Monday, the 9th of March, 1885. 
Whereas, u the request of the Chan , the Hon. Mr. 
Justice Field , with the concurrence of the Lord Chief Justice of 


England, consented to sit and act as an additional judge of the Chancery 
Division for the purpose of reo causes or matters which may be 
ed to him by the Lord Chan an, oe ony eppteaine © I, 
the Right Honourable Roundell Earl of Selborne, High or 
of Great Britain, do, pursuant to the Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 
Leen 8. > hereby Ses tg = a — set forth . the —— 
ereto be assigned to Mr. ce r the ner e 
same, or any application therein, and be mented the Leng Lo 
acco! a this order is to be drawn up by the , and set 
7 the several offices of the Chancery Di of the Court of 
ice. 


Schedule. 
From Mr, Justice Currry’s List (Witness Actions). 


Gough y Gough 1884 G@ 137 July ;Mackrell v Stone 1884 M 1,840 
18, 1884 Aug 12, 1884 
Hordern v Faulkner 1884 H_ 551 | Montanini & Co v Bartlett 1884 M 


July 23, 1884 1,045 Aug 12, 1884 
Masers vy Morse 1884 M 1,077|Hemming v Hemming 1882 H 
July 26, 1884 4,711 Aug 12, 1884 
Colegrave v Saffery 1884 © 1,971/In re Le dec, Neat v Brown 
July 28, 1884 1884 L 1,771 Aug 14, 1884 
Fie» Lend, sergeant Co 1884 a oe 1884 M 443 Sept 6, 
’ »l 
Bennett v Ash 1883 B 2,269 | Berlandina v Perkins 1884 B 1,284 


July 28, 1894 





Norris v Danby 1884 N 383 Oct 


7, 1884 
Palmer v Walton 1884 P 1,087 
King > alaia 1884 K 453 Oot 

v 

24, 1884 
Plowright v Lambert 1883 P 2,933 | In 
Oct 25, 1884 1 J 
Dixon v Bell 1884 D 1,125 Ovt]Pain v Eve 1884 


P 
29, 1884 5 
Russell v Hygienic and Sanitaiy |In re Whitlock, dec. Whitlock v 
Co, ld 1884 R 6:10 Ww 
Oct 30, 1884 
Lord Braybrooke v South Easten | H 
Lh 1883 B 2,523 Oct 3), 
1 24, 1884 
Liardet v Hammond Electric t |Collier v Bertin 1883 © 6,109 


Co, ld 1882 L 3,357 Oct 30,1984] Jan 2, 1885 

Tuzill v Shield 1884 T 1,149 v Scratton 1884 D 2,220 
Nov 3, 1884 Jan 6, 1885 

In re , dec, King v Norris £883 | Bedwell v Trower 1884 B 4,902 
K 1,185 Nov 4, 1884 Jan 7, 1885 

G Hollings v Garrold, J A Ho Coles v Lanham 1884 OC 2,831 
v 1883 H 5,247 Nov| Jan 7, 1885 


5, 1884 & Guarantee 
Betta + Y Miller 1882 B 6,611 Nov ity Lasko tne L 1,337 Jan 
Wright v Parish 1884 W 45 Nov | Newsome v Brownhill 1884 N 930 

13, 1884 
Wise v Baker 1884 W 1,892 Nov|Whetham v Davey 1881 W 2,198 

1 


4, 1884 pre Jan 13, 1885 

Farlow v Thompson 1884 F Plant v Morgan, Morgan v Plant 

Nov 18, 1884 , 1884 P 2,333 Jan 15, 1885 

Baker & Sons vy M N Inman 1883! Lomax vw Accrington Gas, &c, Co 

B 2,887 Nov 24, 1884 1884 L 1,145 Jan 17, 1885 

Nembhnrd v Patman 1884 N 190 | Craig v Chubb, Chubb v Craig 1884 

Pa 4 an Oe 1884 § 3,412/In pg Ay i 

xs v Dence re q v 

Dec 5, 1884 PF 1884 L 2,085 Jan 29, 1885 

Sziposys, C. 


Q 











LEGAL NEWS. 


Tuesday’s Gasette contains the usual Orders in Council relative to the 
forthcoming spring assizes. 


holding of the 
The Master of the Rolls and Lord Justice 
but are expected to be able to resume their seats on 


Mr. Ince introduced in the House of Commons, 
Bill to amend the law relating to the liabilities and duties of trustees. 


The sh and other of the Inns of Court Rifles were distri- 
buted a Welbushay, in tiecotn ’s-inn Hall, by Colonel Qc., 
M.P., the former commandant. Ameng tase pnt coe ioe ustice 
Cotton, Mr. Justice Denman, ade 0 » Mie: Jenieo &. 1, Saas, 

Colonel Moncrieff, Scots Guards, made an 
and el M A — corps 


ment from the regiment. 

Gn Setendey be Se estion raised by a correspondent in our columns 
last week, * is the au ma in her Majesty’s Courts of 
Justice ?”’ was by Sir James He said :—“‘I wish to 
say © wood ot twoon o matter thet hes beet 2rmaliog aengunents 
tion. difficulty arrangements 
during Pg oanee, very quent GUDCENY iia tox Chem wie aue 
access to the court. I never any real difficulty during all the years 
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Bradford Banking Oo H. Briggs & one’s Bayley 1884 © 215 Sept 
vt. ov 
Sons, 1d 1 2,495 les So, 1884 od 
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COURT FAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 
Rora OF REGISTRARS 1'N ATTENDANCE ON 


Date. apran, Fou ae V. C. Bacon. Mr. + toed 
M pa 16 Mr. Lavie Lan oe ham Mr. King Mr. Koe 
ne at Pugh Jackso1 a Merivale Clowes 
Carring ‘ton King oe 
Jacksot i Merivale owes 
Carring ston King Koe 
Jacksoti Merivale Clowes 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Cc . NorrTu. iN. 
16 Mr. Pugh Mr. Farrer Mr. Pemberton 
Lavie Teesdale Ward 
Pugh Farrer Pemberton 
Lavie Teesdale ard 
Pug Farrer Pemberton 
Lavie Teesdale 











COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jom? Srock Companrgs. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
COUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


Cc Cius Company, LimtTrED.—Petition for winding up, presented 
ET ate to be heard bi before Kay, J., on March 20. Bell en an Co, Bow 
Chuschyard, agents for Cousins, Cardiff, solicitor for the yeeihonet” 

Kywicurs, a a ComPany, LIMITED.— Creditors are required, on or before 
—— 23, to se! d their names and addresses, and the partioglens of of the “debts 

claims, to , Somes McKinlay, Bank chbrs, Stockton on Tees. 
‘April 1, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts rane | 


Luay Hatt Coat anp Cray Works Company, LOTED. ctition | for winding 
up. ted March 4, directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on Murch 14. 
Der idson and Morriss, Queen Victoria st, solicitors for the Scsitionens 

Loyrpon ATE MORTGAGE CoMPANY, LIMITED.—Creditors are required, on or 
— March 23, to pene their names and a and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to John Ball Ball, 1,Gresham bldgs, Basinghall st. Wednesday, 
April 1, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts a 


NorTH-WEstT TIMBER COMPANY OF CANADA, LIMITED.—Petition for winding up, 
presented Feb 28, directed to be heard before Pearson, J., on Saturday, ! h 
o__ 3 Drake and Co, Rood lane, solicitors for the petitioner 

etn Sirens T AND Burtprve Socrery, Serre. _—By an order made 
"hy Ghitty, J ; Pet Feb 23, it was ordered that the society be wound up. 
Morriss, Queen Victeria st, solicitors for the petitioner 
| Gazette, March 6.) 

EME Cer Mawnvracrvrtne Company, Lontrep.— an ooiae nate by 
Bacon, V. dated Feb 28, it was ordered that the AS omy 

Snead Weatheralls, King’s Bench walk, Temple, agents for ye and 

, Solicitors for the petitioners 


ah Coprre Company, LimiTeD.—By an order made by Bacon, 
. Feb it was ordered that the com be wound up. Gasquet 
¥ le, Idol lane, Gt Tower st, solicitors for the petitioner ei 
GHT ANY, — = , has fixed March 20 at 12, 
his chambers, for the appointment of an offi liquidator 
“$$. ” COMPANY, .—Chitty, J., has, by an geder dated 
12, Bertram Smart, 53, Cannon st, to offi liqui- 
4 are no on or before April 6, to send their names and 
culars of debts or claims, to to the above, Tuesday, 


parti their 
21 at 11, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and 


to send thelr nates Luourrep.—Creditors are required, on or before April 9» 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 

Seiten for hearin Crisp, Halton, near Lancaster. Thursday. Agen i 16 at 12, is ap- 

ing ‘and adjudicating upon the debts and claim 

(Oanite, March 10.) 


UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

ELeventn East CENTRAL BENEFIT SocteTy.—By an order made by Bacon, V.C., 

dated Feb 2%, it was ordered he society be wound up. elps and Co, 
mse ng for the i fon = geile 

by Kay. 3. dated Feb 20, it was ordered that th rnd ~ 


and Brown, wie hg erg ey LO BT 


{Gasette, March 10. 
Counry PALATINE OF LANCASTER. ”) 


LIMITED IN bs oer 


CoaL AeD Coxe Company, Liwrren.—Pet: Voy 
Giaoch 36, as sober cr oe Bt George’ ard atone Pox op Bristowe, V0. tome, V0 gu Mahay, 
a 
eolieltor for the petitioner : 


Paes March 6.1 
AND Company, Liurrep.—Petition f 
pe eae -- a < a petore =. . on Orr ‘or winding up, posaemted 
’ . 0. 
 Konte y, March at 10.20. nilent. Shane Sere ‘Manchester, 


(Gazette, March 10. 
Priewoiy Societizs Dissotvep. 


Loyal Onanor Lopoz, Rifleman Inn, Beech rt, Crewe, 
Wirnlase es enn Zeta Boast Amy Buwerrr Sootwrr, Rifierse Tne Bese, | Ww 


[Gasette, March 6.) 
Sr. Josurn’s Socrery, St. J ih’ - 
- oseph’s Schoolroom, Craven st West, Salford, Lan 
[ Gasette, March 10.) 





March 14, 1885. 


CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY, 
LAST DAY OF PROOF. 
ASHWORTH, GEORGE, Hopwood, Lancaster, Gent. | 27. Ashworth v Ash. 
worth, ester. Orton, 
BAINBRIDGE, | JAMES, ‘Sherborne st, Hisneford £9. £4, Licensed Victualler. March 
“a 4 ee ee t 
N, WILLIAM Jaume’ Bolter Tin Plate Worker, March %, 
, aad v Kenyon, = en Balshaw 
, ROBERT Day wate Regis, Dorset, Grocer. April 18. Dominy y 
motets, , Chitty, a Bowen, by oe Fish pe 
‘OWELL, FREDERICK CHARLES, Quee: Peckham, Retired monger. 
23, Towell v Cockburn, Bacon, V.C. Brighten, Bishopsgate st Niithout "y i 
Gazette, Fe 
Pore, RICHARD, Thetford: Ely, Cambridge, Farmer. April 8. Young as OH 


Pearson, J. Archer, 
(Gazette, March 38,} 








CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 
ALMOND, Betsy, Leeds. March 31. Walter Harland, Leeds 
APPLEGATE, JOSEPH, Soho sq, Basket Manufacturer. March 25. Rodgers and 
Clarkson, Walbrook 
BEWICKE, JOHN, ewenstio upon Tyne, Gent. March 13. Davies and Balkwill, 


Newcastle upon 
"Gua, Gent. March 25. Naunton. Goeepette 
‘March 20 


BIRKIN, JOHN, 
—= RICHARD, Dunscombe, Crediton, Devon, Gent. 


Franklin, 
CARTER, JOSEPH, Wigmore, East Down, Devon, Retired Servant. April 4, 
on and Brewer, nemores j 7 


ASE, HENRY, Sefton pk, i, Liverpool Gent. Hon ‘Wiis Martin and Co, Liverpool 
at hy Most Hida Huxny HuaH, Malpas, 


Chester. April 1. alters and Co, toe aq, Dd aah 
Oo, ~ ay Y. ——— pk North, Fancy ufacturer. March 25, 
aunton, Chea: 
DENISON, CHBISTOPHER BECKETT, Leeds, Banker. May 1. Greenfield, Lan- 
caster pl, Strand 
DonovuGH, PaTRIcK, Heaton Norris, Lancaster, Locomotive Engine Driver. 
March 2. Brown and gs een 
Epxins, THoMss Bartholomew rd, Kentish Town, Gent. April 8, 
Monckton and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
ee Nn, THoMaS, St Albans, Hertford, Gent. March 31. Roy and Cartwright, 
bury 
, cae, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer. March 25. Thorpe and 
Holyoake, 
Knowles and 


Thorpe, N’ 
GREAVES, Guones, Ombersley, Worcester, Butcher. May 16. 
Droitwich 


HINDLE, Roprvson, Haslingden, Lancaster, Gent. March 14, 
, Newchurch, nr Manchester 
Lan J oe March Meri , Me tg Innk May 1. 
iGFORD, JOSEPH ; ontgomery, eeper. y 
Howell and Co, Welshpool 
~~ ~ igo CES Mary, Estville, Cheltenham, March 25. Lipscomb, East 
st 
LOWNDES, THOMAS WILLIAM SELBY, Winslow, Bucks, Esq. March 25, Willis 
and Willis, Winslow 
MEGE, Fe.rx, Nevern rd, South Kensington, Manufacturing Jeweller. March 
25. ‘Herbert, Vigo st, » Hegent st st 
MITCHELL, THOMAS, Sou tleman. March 28. Marvin, Southsea 
MOoNEN, oa Liverpool, BGattle Br Breker. March 3. Lynch and Teebay, 


OMAS FRANCIS, Plowden buildings, Middle Temple, Barrister at Law. 
enh se Langham, Bartlett’s buildings, Holborn circus 
diet JOHN AurREp, Ryde, Isle of ight, ‘Auctioneer. April 1. Vincent, 
e 
RicHARDs, ELEANOR, Bognor, Sussex. March 14. Staffurth, Bognor 
SHEPPARD, JAMES, Pewsey, Wilts, Grocer. March 1. ixon, Pewsey 


SMITH WILLIAM, Mic: Klefield near Rickmansworth, Herts. March 31. Trinders 
gfnd Romer, St Helen’s pl, Bishopsgate st, Within 
RBRY, ALFRED, Dan-y-coed, nr wansea, Colliery Proprietor. March 21. 


Oetricks and Be 


, Swansea 
Cambridge, Schoolmistress. March 18, Ellison and Co, Cam- 


Bye wy GRIFFIN. m4 James’ Palace, Lieutenant-Colonel. March 31. 







Co, 
Y, Bae wt § 28. Stone, King, ond OP Bo 
RicHARD, Skelbrook, York, Yeoman. Foster and Raper, 


Hornchurch, Essex. April 15. rie and Sons, Lancaster pl, 


[Gasette. Feb, 20.) 


BARKER, wre eo Wruyrsr, Chorlton-cum-Hardy, Lancaster, Butcher. April 12. 
Farrar and Manchester 
mB ARTHUR L/ ARGENT, Eling, Southampton. April2. Whitehead, Cam- 


BonD, ARTHUR, Hertford, Carpenter. April 27. Spence and Co, Ps rd 


WintiaM, Newark, Nottin; , Labourer. March 27 arber and 
Cc  % ee oe ee March 25. Hughes and 
grees, | ’ ug! 


wn, 
=, Wri" Henny, U a Brock st, Hanover sq, Esq. March 20. Sut- 
iq Ommeaney Great ester 8% 
k, nea eee, Cumberland. March 25. Peckham and 
eae ooton rs’ commons ni 
a REEN, ALLEN, Toute, Rusper, Sussex, Farmer. March 24. Medwin and Co, 
| ae RO AR GALLOPINE, Wargrave, Berks, Esq. March 25. White and Co, 


TARRISON, Fim B ham, Groce. March 26. Bradley, Birmingham 
KinDER, ANNA, Liverpool. M Holland, Liverpool 


KINGDON, SILVANUS 8, Bishop, Devon, Gent. March 27, Searle, 
Mane, Us aae, Fleet st, American Novelty Store Dealer. March 51. Hales, 
Pavy, C Wilts, Miller. March 31. Henly, Pelne 


RIcHARD, 
pian? RY, untae OER, Hix ine Merchant, 


28. wansea 
ILLIAM _1 Cte Gatton Spine epiaae.” June 30. 
Witttas on and Qo, Manche raeah, Baste, Mend 61. Trinders 
eh ry te st r 
Nw, WiLL1aM, silat Genk April 8 Millington and Simp- 
surrom, Cano h N k. March 15. Sutton and 
af: mi * he rd, Hig bury New Par 
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TaxLOR, EDMUND. Droitwich, Worcester, Brewers’ Agent. March 81. Tombs, 


Droitwich 
wide, Bawuar, Che Getter, Comectiones. mer. March 81. Parry and Co, Chester 
x a a Monmouth, Farmer. 1. Parrv, Newport 
Gent. March 31. and Kumphreys, 


THWAITE, JOHN, yi wy 


BS, ROBERT, Wendover, Buckingham, Esq. April 20. Dunster, Henrietta st, 


Gavendish si 
UNDER War 
WATERHOUSE, GEORGE, Leeds, Tobacconist. March 14. 
WHICHCORD, JOHN. aoe st, Westminster, Architect. 

Co, Lincoln’s inn fields. 


Scott, Leeds 
May 1. 


CHARD, Lowesmoor, Worcester, Butcher. March 19. Under- 


Monckton and 


WHITEWAY, JOHN, Halwell, Devon, Farmer. March 31. Windeatt and Windeatt, 


Totnes 
EOMANSON, RosE ELLEN WoopGER, Margate. April9. Boys, 
" ? “ - ¥% Gasket Feb, 24.1 


March 30. Mair and Co, Macclesfield 


ALLEN, GEORGE, poccleaield, Oss Oartec. 
Bet , Wo Jubb and © 


AMBLER, JOHN, 


mer. March 31 ‘o, Halifax 
AUSTIN, JOSEPH, Croxley Green, nang saa Hertfordshire, Farmer. April 
Herbert, 


10. Rowell, Rickmansworth 
BENHAM, JOHN, Hammersmith, Retired Hotel Proprietor. April 6. 
Vigo st, Regent st 
tomy ag ne Payhembury, Ottery St Mary, Devon. April 30. Elliott, 
erulam Ta; 
Betts, THOMAS, Dee ehine rd, Balham Hill, Butcher. May1. 


neu st, Victoria Kmbankment 
ND, ARTHUR, ertford, Carpenter. April 27. Spence and >: Hertford 


cain JOHN Cottis, Ramsgate, Doctor of Medicine. Ap Pattison and 
Co, Queen barn. of st 
BURNELL, ANN, Plymouth. May1. Phillips and Wilson, Plymouth 


eS, MARGARET ‘Surom, a7 eteouene terrace. May 1. Walker 

ow nm. ooms' 

Dawson, WIL Lian Weathourne texence, Esq. May 1. Walker and Whitfield, 
Southampton st, Sn eooms 

DENT, ARNOLD 
Stephenson, Lombard st 

EDLESTON, Robert, Cliff Hill, Warley, Halifax, Esq. April 2. Ingram and 


Huntriss. 
oe, ‘Tomas, Blackburn, Contractor. April 25. Darley and Crossley, 
Beale and Martin, 


urn 
Geacz, JaMEs, Erleigh, Sonning, Berks, Gent. March 31. 
HANKEs, ANEsR, Filey, York. March 31. Brown and Son, Barton on Pinguber 


HARRADINE, JOHN, Ossulton — Southall, of no occupation. March 1 
Lawrence Houlder, Chancery lan 
JAMES, Junction rd, Upper Holloway, Butcher. March 25. Gush and 


Hart, 
Co, Finsb circus 

HAWESLEY, x, Carlton upon Trent, Victualler. April4. Marshall, East 

ord 

Hitt, Mary ANN, Watford, Hertfordshire. April10. Rowell, Rickmansworth 

ILLINGWORTH, RICHARD STONEHEWER, Norfolk crescent, Hyde pk, Esq. April 
15. Freeman and Bothamley, Queen st 

Ee oy Kendal, Westmorland, Kendal, Milkman. March 31. 

iy 0) 

MASSEY, GEORGE, "Btockport, Chester, Beerhouse Keeper. March i4. Lake and 

New, Stockport 


Harrogate, York. April 30. North and Sons, Leeds 
Minter, Joux HENRY, Tuebrook, nr Liverpool, Master . March 21. 
Wilson, Liverpool 
MONYPENNY, RoperT HENRY, s Aen, Manchester, Nail Maker. April 30. 


Diggles and Ogden, Mancheste' 

ps | any Blakenhall, Wolverhampton, out of trade. March 25. Hall 
an mn, 

OapES, ALEXANDER, Purley, Berks, Farmer. March 81. Beale and Martin, 

me cen, “THOMAS, Woodford, Essex, Commercial Traveller. April 30.” Cox, St 
Ww! 3 

PARSONS, ALFRED, Charlwood rd, Putney, Builder. March 25. Robinson and 
Hilder, Jermyn st, St James’s 

PITFIELD, MARTHA FOWLER, Winsham, Somerset. March 20, Clark and Lukin, 

ROBINSON, MARIANNE, Leamington, Warwick. Aprili. North and Sons, Leeds 

RUTHERFORD, THOMAS, Newcastle upon Tyne, ‘Tanner, April 23. tae and Co, 
slowoastle upon Tyne 
ab >, ae Lxo, Cavendish sq, Esq. May1. Lyne and Holman, Great 

nchester s 

SKINNER, JOHN WILLIAM, Painswick, Gloucester, Mealman. March 31, Winter- 

hotham and Son, Stroud Harling 
© , 


KYNNER, HENRY, Neville ter, South Kensington, Solicitor. March 31. 

Fetter lane, Fleet 4 
STEBBINGS, JAMES my Burn st, Limehouse, Licensed Victualler. April 8. Church, 
SWAN, AGNES JEFFERY, Alvington crescent, Shagklewell lane. April6. Ratcliff 


and Son, New Broad st 
SWANNELL, O LA f Rickmansworth, Hertfordshire, Gent. April 10. Rowell, 
THoMas, ELIZABETH, New Church rd, Camberwell. April 13. Baddeley, 


TrEsseT, SOPHIE, Boulogne sur Mer. April 23, Joel and Co, Newcastle upon 


WATERFIELD, SUSANNAH, Dover. March 28. Tabor and Matthews, Clement’s 
lane, Lombard st 
Wr9, ADELAIDE, Tunbridge Wells, Kent. April8. Wing and Du Cane, Gray’s 
Woorron, Henry, Ramsgate, Gent. April 25. Snowden and Wotton, Ramsgate 
| Gazette, Feb. 27.) 





Tenders for £1,000,000 Three-and-a-Half per Cent. Debentures for 
twenty years, expiring on the 15th of March, 1905, secured upon the 
Sewers and Consolidated Rates leviable by the Commissioners of Sewers in 
the City of London, will be received at the Bank of England on the 24th 
inst. The price of issue is 96 per cent. 


The report of the directors of the Prudential Assurance 
Limited) for the year ended the 31st of December, 1884, states ro 3 the 
ds have been increased in that period by £862 ,606—namely, in the 
Branch, £158,840, and in the Industrial Branch, £703,766, raising 


the total assets of the company to £4,711,464. 
The Governor and Com; no 4 of the Bank of . meet vo notice that 
they are authorized to in olders of the d the £5,772,500 


Lucas and Sons, 


and Whit- 


Roparts, Prince’s gate, Merchant. April 30. Harwood and 


 —————_—__— —— 

ew Zealand Government Five per Cent. Consols to bring in their de- 
Boa conversion on the terms — viz., for one 
hundred pounds of such debentures a new will be issued for the 
same amount, bearing interest at fhe mate of An Ee See annum for 
seven years, from April 15, 1885, to April 15, 1892, when it will be con- 


verted into £107 New Zealand Four per Cent. Consolidated Stock 

at the Bank of England, which will rank pari passu with the Four per 
Cent. Consolidated Stock already created and issued, 
par on the Ist of November, 1929. A) 
received up the 30th of April next, inclusive. The interest upon the new 
debentures will be payable by coupons in the same manner as m the 
Consol Debentures, the first cou —— being for the dividend due on the 15th 
of July next. The usual ann for redem of the Consols 
will take place on Tuesday, the 31st at i next. bentures deposited 
before that date will not be affected by the drawing. 








SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 
ROTHER, ELLIS, CLARK, & on at the Mart, at 2 p.m., 
Properties SSormrn, Beis, Guang, & Go 
17.—Messrs. FAREB Gon at the Mart, at 2 p.m, 


0. SA eonvertans fort ak 
Py * Leasehold F Toper ty 


March 17.—Messrs. A. SAVILL & Son, at pent, Mart, at 

a ee cot Le See +2 Freehold, Copyhold, and 
essrs. CHADWICK, a a’ .m., ts) an 

Leasehold Properties (see advertisements, this Cotk, p.4 











BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 

CuuBB.—March 6, at South Bank, Forest-hill, the wife of Edward Morley Chubb 

sulicitor, of a daughter. 
Pore.—March 8, at South Walk House, Dorchester, Dorsetshire, the wife o 

fame Po y salictioe, of a son. 
arch 5, at Carlton-crescent, Southampton, the wife of George Sidney 
Semene solicitor, of a son. 
MARRIAGE. 


Smrrson—GoLDIE.—January 15, at Sydney, New South ce yt Archibald 
| ay A Hy barrister-at-law, to Alice Marion ttle, Saget of the 
Charles Dashwood Goldie, Vicar of St. Ives, Huntingdonshire 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


THE BANKRUPTCY ACT, 1883. 
Frmay, March 6, 1885. 
ORDERS. 


RECEIVING 
Airey, Edmund, George Airey, and Bartholomew Brighouse, 
Be on Mecchants’’ Halifax. “Pet March 3. Ord Mazch 2. 


z ril 14 
An James, Berwick st, Oxford st, Wine Merchant. High Court. Pet 
oe 2. Ord ¥ March 2. —— Avett 15 at 11, 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 


es te eae Oo ah Beas AT 
, Tailor. Stockton on Tees and Middles- 

neer. 1 ne Pet Feb 24. Ord March2. Exam 
_ March 16 at ee & house mot Poote Everett ictarie of daverpoot a 
i andl Pet March 8. rd March 3. Exam Ajwil 13 at 11, 84 Lincoln's inn 


es Irwin, Stow rd, herd’s Bush, Schoolmaster. High Court. 
~~ ers Ord March 4. March 15 at 11.30, 34, Lincoln’s inn 


tields 
Cook, Hen Crayton, Rotherham, Yorkshire, Confectioner. Sheffield. Pet 
3. arch 3. Exam March 96 at 1 i. Pre 
Cowell, Albert Edward, Plumstead, Ken High Court. Pet 
March 4. Ond Mareh 4 
Oreyne. As Aniros, Salford, Lan 
Exam March 


boro > 
Bull, H. C., Liverpool, 


4. prtren ae pens ine ticlde 
~ + pte eeuramremeatars Salf: 


‘ord, Pet Feb 3. 
Pa incon M Southwark, Com 
was, Ord March 4. Exam = eet i, 94 Linooln's inn 


Court. Pet 
De Tomanzie, orth Liverpool, edicine.» ay Pet March 
-y it be thena, Liverpool, Dootor, of 3 
8' 


vernment bigs, Victoria 


tupatrick, Bernard, Birkdale, nr Southport, Baker, Liverpool. Pet March 2. 
* Ord March 2. SS Se eee vernment bdgs, Victoria 


- oe, Liverpool 
Fowle, W: Sunningdale, Berkshire, Brick sige Guurt. 
‘t March 4. Ord March 4. Exam April i7 at 11, Mee Lineoln's ink 
en i tt Farmer. Nottingham. 


Pet M 2" Exam Mat if 
ar ea Neti Worcestershire, Solicitor. Dudley. Pet Mar?. 
Mar 17 at 11.90 
Newcastle on Tyne. Pet 


NOt Mari, Bxam 
Harbottle hee Newcastle upon Tyne, Draper. 
Mars. Ord Mar am Mar 12 

win ee oo oe fle. Leicestershire, Innkeeper. Nottingham. Pet Mar 

Hinks, Henry, ah Guan ies Je sn te High Court. Pet Feb7. Ord Mar 4. 

Higws “iim Cab Driver. Court. Pet Mar 3. 

tees acum Hg 
Mar 


Apr abi Nn saunas ‘s inn 
sat ue 
Hughes, ee? Sohn, Nevin tn rnarvanate: Grass 
Hyena, Thomas, High Court. Pet Mar 
Larkin, 


mbgute, General Dealer. Canterbury, Pet Maré. Ond 

















ie 











Mard. Exam Mar 90 ; 
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oe, Thomas, Chester, Baker. Chester. Pet Mar 3. Ord Mar3. Exam 

=F orcestershire, Grocer. Worcester. Pet Mar 2. 

oucestershire, out of business. Chelten- 

Mar 3. ly 10 at 12 

. Wiltshire, Harness Maker. Salisbury. Pet Mar 4. Ord 

ishop Auckland, Durham, no occupation. Durham. Pet Mar 
Sharmold, Leicestershire, Farmer. Leicester. Pet Mar 3. 


Ord Mar 4. Exam Apr 15 at 10 
r 15 a 
tiara , Grocer. Leeds. Pet Mar 2. Ord Mar 2. Exam 


sy 1, Toy Dealer. savenpes. Pet Mar 2. Ord Mar 3. 
Exam 16 * e — at Court urt house, Government bldgs, Victoria st, igveport 

Fread, W' gton rd, North Kensington, J ourneyman Blacksmith. 
Court. Pet Maes Ord Mar 4. Exam Apr 14 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn 
Rested, Femes, Sunderland, Plumber. Sunderland. Pet Mar 4. Ord Mar 4. 


Samuel, Abrabam Jacob Wolf, Liverpool, Firewood Manufacturer. Live 
me Mar 3, Exam Mar 16 at 12 at Court house, Government bldg: 


Liv 
a ae Una wis, Wilhelm, my Ey Staffordshire, Merchant. Siena: 


Singin Guthbort B Bolton, Lancashire, Baker. Bolton. Pet Mar4. Ord Mar 
4. Exam Mar 23 at 11 


Harry , East Retford, Nottinghamshire, out of business. Sheffield. 
3. Ord 4. Exam Mar 26 at 11.30 
Stott, James. Westhoughton, , Mining Engineer. Bolton. Pet Feb 
17. Ord Mar 2. Mar 23 at 11 
state Apr Hat 1 Scarbo Grocer. Scarborough. Pet Mar 2. Ord Mar 2. 
pr 21 a 


—— a fe, Pe ag pugeraie upon TY Tyne, Oil Merchants. 
oR ama “~~ Dewsbury, “Blanket Raiser. Dewsbury. Pet 

Mar 3. Recs Mar 3 Exam Mar 
Walmsley. Edward, ‘Crampton he , Butts, Hat Maker. igh Court. 
Pet Mar4. Ord Mar4. Exam April 14 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Walsh. John, Lombard st, FinancialAgent. High Court. Pet Mar3. Ord Mar 

3. Exam Apr 14 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Goddard, Wolverhampton, Theatrical Lessee. Wolverhampton. 


Pet Mar 2. Mar2. Exam Mar 30 
+ imme York. Pet Mar 3. Ord Mar3. Exam Apr 
Wilkinson, Samuel, Brighouse, Yorkshire, Cashier. Halifax. Pet Mar2. Ord 


W: Soden Ganon’, ead, Durham, G Newcastl Tyne. Pet Feb 17. 
rocer. New le on e. Pet Fe 
‘Ont Mass Exam Mar 12 
Wooster, William, Beaconsfield, Rgtteghemahinn, Miller and Farmer. Windsor. 
gre Mer3. Ord ene ot White tans IM: ager to A Zappert and Co. High 
7mm: a an. an 
Court. Pet Jan 13. Ord Feb 26. Exam i4 at 11-30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
amended notice is substituted for that published in the 


on Gazette of Feb. 13. 
Ory; Liverpool, Leather Dealer. Liverpool. 


First MEETINGS. 
Bell, Francis, Birm: m, Hosier. Mar 13 at 11. 
ming 
i, Gitred, Sa. orkshire, Bookseller. 
abet James, Leeds, Ironmonger. Mar 16 at 2 at Midland Railway Hotel, 
= Henry, Mile End rd, Ham Dealer. Mar 13 at 2 at 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
Dizon, Grace, Buttermere, Cumberland, Widow. Mar 16 at 2. Court House 
Bebe Themen, Bopest T Nottinghamshire, Slater. Mar 13 at 12. 
a ren e, ar 13 a 
Of - f pon a 
Date, Daniel, Gloucester, Bolinitien Mar 14 at 3. Spread Eagle Hotel, 
Gee, W. M., York st, St James's sq, Wine Merchant. Mari7 at 2. Bankruptcy 
Lincoin’s inn fields 
Jackson, Lincolnshire, Boot Maker. March 13 at 12. 
Thomas White, Gonalston? Nottinghamshire, F March 16 at 12. 
0 s ‘armer. Marc a 
Receiver, E. walk, Nottingham 
Griffiths, Harfor! Harve ouse bldgs, Merchant. Mar 19at 11. Bank- 
bides, F teams st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
klin, Dudley, Solicitor. Mar 17 at 10.30. Official Receiver, 
Tyne, Draper. Mar 17 at 2.30. Official Re- 
te rd, Newcastle on Tyne 
, Innkeeper. Mar 16 at 2. Official 


Thomas, Rowensiic on 
chmbrs. 
a, W 
orthamptonshire, Thrashing Machine Pro- 
bounty Court nt bides, Northam 


Gardiner, Walter Pet Feb 10. 
Ord Feb 10. Exam 


Official Receiver, Whitehall 
Mar 2at 2. Official Re- 


Hotel 
Receiver. ——7 = 
pton 
Mar 18 at 11.00. 


iL: 
ne et Bier 98 at 12 Cons Count 


County Court 


deat Albory, Hertfordshire, Saddler. Mar 17 at 1. The 
wttord, Herts 

ite. Juvenile Clothier. Mar 16 at 11. 23, Carey st, 

Lew, iss, Co Chester, Greengrocer. Mar 12 at 12. Official Receiver, Crypt 

Laveen, Eanes Llnookas in Canning Town. 7m, Roses, Baker. Mar i2 at 2. Bankruptcy bldgs, 

i. Mar 16 at 2. Official Receiver, 35, Victoria 

pots Herts, Contractor. Mar 14 at 12.8. The Verulam 

Caines, Worcestershire, Grocer. Mar 16 at 10.20. Official 

Po S ae pparwids House, nr Yeovil, Gent. Mar 17 at 1. The 

Pace, William Walter, Lecda, Clothier. Mar @ at 11. Official Receiver, Park 


row, 
> - Hiousy, sty ot, Hatton Garden, Bookbinder. March 16 at 
‘alter Boot, ae , ae March 16 at 11, Official Receiver, Park 
: anh Sonn 
gd ty , Kingston rd, Wimbledon, Builders. March 13 at 
fenth wt, i. End, Corn Merchant, March 14 at 12.0. & 
and %, s lane 


Rotman Jone. Maryport, Cumberland, Boot Maker. March 14at 12. 67, Duke 

ven 

Roberts, Thomas, Salop, Grocer. March 17 at 3.30. 9, The Square, Shrews) 

Sanders, W H. Greenwich, Traveller. March 18 at 11. cial "Receiver, 1 
Victoria st, Westminster 

Singleton, Oethbert, Bolton, Lancashire, Baker. March 18 at 11. 16, Wood ae 


Bolton 
Booth, ep ames, Wort 5 Houghton, Lancashire, Mining Engineer. March 16 at 11, 


Stubbs. Thomas, Stoke upon Trent, Auctioneer. March 14 at 11.15. North 
Stafford Station — » Stoke upon Trent 


Thompson, ph, and John Harbottle, Newcastle on Tyne, Oil Merchants, 
poy oy at 3.30. Official Receiver, County chmbrs, Westgate rd, Newcastle 
Ward, Henry Sanford, 


Alfred Sweet Paterson, and David Dodd, Holborn Via. 
duct, Commission Merchants. March 26 at'12. Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal 
st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Warner, James, Goswell rd, Ham Dealer. March 13at12. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 


Watson, Alexander Hook, Basinghall st, Clerk in General Registry Office for 
Shipping. March 16 at11. Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 


1. | Whyatt George Goddard, Wolverhampton, Theatrical Lessee. March 14 at 1, 
cial Re =? Yon Gurpenter 
Wignall, ae Official Receiver, York 


hy ae March 17 at 11. 
erter rd, ,cuteey, Builder. March 16 at 3. Official 
Receiver, 109, in Victone st, Westmins: 

Willis, John, Gateshead, Durham. all March 30 at 11. Official Receiver, 
er. March 13 at 11. Official Re- 


County chmbrs, Westgate rd, Newcastle on Tyne 
Woodh jamin Frederick, Leeds, Turn 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


ouse, 
Ainsworth, Edward, Manchester, Smallware Dealer. Manchester. Pet Feb 12, 


ceiver, Park row, Leeds 

— . omen, We , Chepstow, Mon., Licensed Victualler. Newport, Mon. Pet 
e 

a. See Constitution hill, Birmingham, Hosier. Birmingham. Pet Feb 27, 


ag my Y Thomas, Studham, Bedfordshire, Grocer. Luton. Pet Feb 14. Ord 
ar 

1 Elizabeth, Preston, Lancashire, Draper. Preston. Pet Feb7. Ord 
Bipaiey, John. peomenetio on Tyne, out of business. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet 


Ciien. J “yy Talbot, Freckleton, Lancashire, Innkeeper. Preston. Pet Feb 2, 

Coates, James Irwin, Stowe rd, Shepherd’s Bush, Schoolmaster. High Uourt. 
Pet Mar4. Ord Mar 4 

Ogyell, we ¥ Edward, Plumstead, Kent, out of business. High Court. Pet 


Cuevas, Vietoriano, Monnow rd, Southwark, Compositor. High Court. Pet Mar 


Elliott, rt. TY Liverpool, Draper. Liverpool. Pet Feb13. Ord Mar 4 
Fitzpatrick, Bernard, irkdale, nr Southport, Baker. Liverpool. Pet Mar 2, 
Gestines, Welter Gregory, Liverpool, Leather Dealer. Liverpool. Pet Feb 10. 
oibbons Wiliam Henry, Merthyr Tydfil, no occupation. Carmarthen. Pet Feb 
Hike, Amn Rms Evesham, Worcestershire, Dressmaker. Worcester. Pet Feb 
Hall a meee Nicklin, Dudley, Worcestershire, Solicitor. Dudley. Pet Mar 2. 


Sa James, Seven Sisters’ rd, Finsbury pk, Sewing Machine Dealer. High 
Court. Pet Dec19. Ord Mar 2 
nord Mare Gneseen, Coventry, Warwickshire, Grocer. Coventry. Pet Feb 11. 
are 
Willam, and W. W._H. Pridham, Leadenhall st, Ship Brokers. High Court. 
Pet Dec March 3 
Hiam, William John, Old Broad st, Clerk to a Stockbroker. High Court. Pet 
Feb 9. Ord March 4 
Holt, John, Bradford, Yorkshire, Insurance Agent. Bradford. Pet Feb 4. 
Ord March 2 


a William, C Compton st, Canonbury, Cab Driver. High Court. Pet March 

Hughes, John, Seite, Carnarvonshire, Grocer. Bangor. Pet Feb 28. Ord 

Humble, John Joseph, Easington, Durham, Farmer. Sunderland. Pet Feb 
21. Ord March 3 


Huntley, Williams John, Compton st, Brunswick sq, Journeyman Butcher. 
High Court. Pet Feb 10. Ord March 4 

Linton, Henry, Old st, St Luke’s, Furniture Dealer. High Court. Pet Dec 15. 
Ord March 2 


Lgpton, semen, Yeadon, Yorkshire, Blacksmith. Bradford. Pet Feb 17. Ord 


“er. gemes Padile, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer. Nottingham. Pet 
e rd Feb 
dar, Walter Scott, Leeds, Grocer. Leeds. Pet March2. Ord March 2 

Piggott, Thomas John James, Haddenham, Buckinghamshire, Cattle Dealer. 

Aylesbury. Pet Jan 13, Ord March 2 
Poe (Re ye Springbourne, Bournemouth, Gardener. Poole. Pet Feb 11. 

rd Marc 
neo 5 George, Lancaster, Mat Manufacturer. Preston. Pet Jan14, Ord 


, Edward, Blackpool, Auctioneer. Preston. Pet Feb17. Ord March 4 
om hn James, M in » Boot Maker, Cockermouth and Workington. Pet 
Rees, ribo Swansea, Builder. Swansea. Pet Feb 16, Ord March 3 


ae Horsham, Sussex, Coal Merchant. Brighton. Pet Feb 19. 
Samuel, Abraham Jacob Wolf, Li 1, Fire lL. 
~ Ae show 2 ag ws ) verpool, wood Manufacturer. ~ Liverpoo! 





John Edward, Birkbeck ) } et 
ea in Baws ard, rd, Kingsland, Builder. High Court. P 


TUESDAY, March 10, 1886, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Charles, St Martin’s lane, Theatrical Costumicr. Hi 


Feb 9. 


Court, Pet Mar 6. 
bee April 15 at 11.80 at 34, LAncoln’s inn fig Is 
¥. and Co., Earl's Court rd, Ke: 
Pet Mar 
xam Mar 28 at 11,80 
‘ar $. Ord Mar 6, Exam Mar 26 at 2 at Guildhall, Le t Edmunds 





Ash, gooome & Byer, | L qnington, , Hampshire, Draper. Bow upton, Pet Feb 12. 
rd Mar 19 at 12 
sington, Auctioneers. High Court. 
Pot Z. 3 A Feb 17. Exam Mar 2 rey 11 at ft Lincoln’s inn fields 
a wy ae Pt Bolton, Lancashire, Cotton Mill Operative, Bolton, 
mmf Im Mirfield, Yorkshire, Grocer. Dewsbury. Pet Mar’, Ord Mar 
xam Mar } 
Boyce, John, jun., Worlington, Devonshire, Farmer. Dury St, Edmunds. Pet 
Brit William, Maygrove rd, Kilburn, oe Pet Mar 6. 
Ord Mar 6, Exam April 16 at 11.90 at 34, ‘Uineoln's inn 
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Dfficial 


ceiver, 
il Re- 


eb 12, 
a. Pet 
‘eb 27, 
_ Ord 


. Pet 
feb 2, 
Jourt. 
. Pet 
t Mar 


far 2, 
2b 10. 
t Feb 
b Feb 
ar 2, 
High 
b 11. 
ourt, 

Pet 
b 4. 


arch 


Feb 
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c 15. 
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» 11. 
Ord 
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Brooke, John, and Co. Batley, Yorkshire, Dyers. Dewsbury. Pet Mar7. Ord 
coombe, i eo Newton Abbot, Devonshire, Watchmaker. Exeter. 


Pet Mar a Grd Mor 6, , Exam April 16 a 11 o Pp Pet 
> ale ames, Bournemouw Builder. ‘oole. 
Oss. Ord Mar 6. Ly eee Ry a 
Ditcham, William Vooght, Mo Montpelier row, B Dental Surgeon. Green- 
Pet Mar Exam Mar 24 
pivall, Henry, Brighton, Victualler. o Brighton. Pet Mar 56. Ord Mar 


arden, eres James, Evershott, Dorsetshire, 
Deeb i. Gra Marg exam Ma 19 at tat County Hale Dorchester © oy x 
ep Exam Mar'23 at 12.30” . ‘ 





Chasiotte, Stoke Sasen, Devonshire, Widow. Exeter. Pet Mar 5. 

Ord Mar 5. Exam Mar 26 at 11 
Fininger, Samuel Frederick, Bradford, Yorkshire, Silkk Merchant. Bradford. 
Pet Mar 3. Ord ong 7 Exam Mar 20 at 12 





ar6. Exam Mar: 25 at 11 
Garratt, Fred Church rd, ‘upper Norwood, Plumber. Croydon. Pet Mar 
5. Ord Mar?7. Exam April 10 


Grace, wate, 2 Teaypenay, » nr Pontypridd, Saddler. Pontypridd. Pet Mar 4. 
Kirk, =’ — ay Stockton on Tees, Confectioner. Stockton on Tees and 
Tet Feb 16. Ord Mars Baw Mar 
Lake. the ton pean a hton, Gent. High Court. Pet Jan 31. Ord Mar 6. 
Exam Apr 16 at 11 at aT Ancoln’s inn 
Lambert, Thomas E Gal lway, Captats in Her Majesty’s 38th Regine. 
Court. Pet Feb2. Ord Mar 7, Exam Apr 16 at io at 34, Lin: inn 


Leigh, igh, William, Birkenhead, Hay Dealer, Birkenhead. Pet Mar 6. Ord Mar 6. 


Mansfield, Charles Henry, Stratford “New Town, Essex, Carman. High Court. 
Pet Mar7. Ord Mar7 Exam Apr 16 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
inh, arah, John —-e s unknown, no occupation, Bath. Pet Mar 6. Ord Mar 7. 
at 11 
Moss. J Joh Te! Green, nr any Builder. Hanley, Burslem, and Tun- 
stall. Mar5, Ord Mar 5. Exam Mar 31 at 11 at Townhall, Hanley 
Moore, Nt. Leeds, '~ Tg Leeds. Pet Mar4. Ord Mar 4. Exam 


Mar 31 at 11 
Pet Decit. Ord Mar 5, Exam 


O'Neill, John, Live: 1, Draper. Savewpoet. 

Mar 19 at 11.30 at Co urt House, Live apes 

Pearce, rge Clarke, Huddersfield, Wool Extractor. Huddersfield. Pet Mar 

6. Ord Mar 6. Exam Apr 20 at 10.30 

Mnpbens, John, Ilkeston, baron van Builder. Derby. Pet Feb 23. Ord Mar 
Exam Apr 18 at 10 

<a Henry, Faversham, Baker. Canterbury. Pet Mar6. Ord Maré. Exam 


Edmund omen, Hereford, Plumber. Hereford. Pet Mar 5. Ord Mar 


Mar 
Suith, Philip Albert, Dudley, Grocer. Dudley. Pet Feb19. Ord Mar5. Exam 
a 
Spann, Richard, Warrington, Lancashire, Wheelwright, Warrington. Pet Mar 
5. Ord Mar 5. Exam Mar 19 a 
"4 Blakey, Halifax, Top ke. Halifax. Pet Mar5. Ord Mar5. Exam 


Apr 14 
cer, Mi: oom Pwlymeyrick, nr Chepstow, Licensed Victualler. Newport, 
on. Pet , Ord Mar 7. Exam Mar 28 at 11 


Stagg, Charies, i Builder. Croydon. Pet Mar 3. Ord Mar 3. Exam 


r 

Tetley f ry gman, MieBieaietd, Ironmonger. Huddersfield. Pet Mar 6. Ord 
20 at 1 

Thompson, dah tanhope, Durham, Solicitor. Durham. Pet Mar4. Ord Mar 
Mar 24 at 2.30 


Traveller, William Henry, West Mersea, Essex, leshecper. Colchester: Pet 
Feb 23. Ord Mar7. Exam Mar 28 at 11 at Townhall, Colchester 

Waterman, Andrew, 5S — wrt Thornton Heath, Builder. Croydon. Pet 
war’. Ord Mar 5. Exam Apr 
Wiliams, John Henry, New Sticke, Clothier. Swindon. Pet Keb 1%. Ord Mar 

Exam Apr 15 at 12 

Wilson Hardisty, and “, =—Ty Moulding, Gilstead, seine, Stone Mer- 

chants. Bradford. Pet Ord Mar 6. Exam Mar 24 at 
First MEETINGS, 

Ash, Joseph Bryer, Lymington, Hampshire, Draper. Mar 19 at 2. Official Re- 
ceiver, 4, East st, 3Jouthampton 

Bleackley, Robert, Bottom, Lancashire, Operative at a Cotton Mill. Mar 19 at 11. 


16, Wood st, Bo Ito 
Bottomley, Sarah, Mirfield, Yorkshire, Grocer. Mar 20 at 3. Official Receiver, 


Brannigan "Thomas: Stockton on Tees, Tailor. Mar 17 at 11. Official Receiver, 8, 
Albert rd, Middlesborough 
Broad, George Henry, Rye lane, Peckham, Baker, Mar 19 at 1. 38, Carey st, Lin- 


coln’s 
vil, H. C, os Liverpool, Engineer. Mar 20 at 12. Official Receiver, 35, Victoria st, 
verpo 
Burgess, William, Hilton ter, Fulham rd, Watchmaker. Mar 1l9at11. 33, Carey 


. Lincoln’s inn 
C e, Edward, Great Eastern st, Hac ney. Cabinet Maker. Mar 19 at 2. 


Bankruptcy bdgs, Portu Lincoln’s inn fields 
ey" poaey | Clayton, Rot. oe. Yorkshire, Confectioner. Mar 18 at 11. Offi- 
ne, Sheffield 


Pat Edmund ohn, Newton Abbot, Devonshire, Watchmaker. Mar 20 at 11. 
Official Receiver, Bedford circus, Exeter 
Crighton, Andrew, Salford, Lancashire, Boot Manufacturer, Mar 18 at 11.80 
Cc at house, Encombe p! Salford 
Edward James, Seringbourne, nr Bourvemouth, Builder, Mar 19 at 12.15, 
_ Hote!, Poole 
Tomanzie, Ethens, Liverpool, Doctor of Medicine. Mar 20 at 3. Official Re- 
vectvet 35, Victoria st, Live: pool 
Divall Henry, Brighton, Licensed Victualler. Mar 19 at 12. 39, Bond st, 


Durden, Robert James, Evorshot, Dorsetshire, Innkeeper, Mar 19 at 12.45, An- 
pielore Hotel, Dorcheste' 
William, Northumberland pl, Bayswater, Builder. Mar 19at 12. 33, Carey 
Sty re es sinn 
Wuinger, Samuel Frederick, Bradford, Yorkshire, Silk Merchant. Mar 18 at 11, 
Official Receiver, Ivegate chbrs, Bra:tfor: 
Fi poeate k, Bernard, Birkdale, ur Southport, Baker. Mar 20 at 2. Official Re- 
35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
pr dance Bolton, Lancashire, Cotton Spinner. Mar 2 at 11. 16, Wood st, 


cee William, Tonypandy, ur Pontypridd, Saddler, Mar 18 at 12, Official 
ver, Merthyr T yal 
iim H Henry, Pinner, Middlesex, Joweller, Mar 18 at 3, Bankruptoy bdgs, Lin- 
» 
leon <~™ Ourtain rd, Shoreditch, Confectioner. Mar 18 at 2. Bankruptcy 
y hides, Po: Portugal st, Lincoln's inn flelde 
gbson, Henry, Higher Trapmero, Cheshire, Plumber. Mar 18 at 1. Official 
Receiver, 43; ton oq, Birkenhead 











Senay Wittens, Liverpost, Bullen, Mar 19 at 3. Official Receiver, 35, Victoria 

cat is be eo Soca ome ta Mar 19 at 11. Official 
Receiver, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

AEE pees So Se Mar 20 at 10. 32, St George's 


Birkenhead, Hay Dealer. Mar 18 at 2. Official Receiver, 4, 


| eee Cab Proprietor. Mar 20 at 11. 
17 at 415 


’s inn fields 
Gloucestershire, out of business. Mar 
Arthur, Shrewton, Wiltshire, Harness Maker. Mar 18 at 3. Official Re- 
City chbrs, Salisbury 
seer Oty cht Rallary TC tctignes, Mar 18 at 3. Official Re- 
omiven, Fae wee, Laat 
t Htcelvar, Nev Huddersfield, Wool Extractor. Mar 20 at 11. Official 
iver, 








ew st, Huddersfield, Yorkshire 
Pearse, William, Bishop A Durham, no occupation. Mar 17 at 3. Com- 
xing. William, Sharatord, Leicestershire, Farmer, Mar 16 at 3. Official 
Receiver 3. Fring lane, Leicester 
Rodgett, Joseph, Liverpool, Toy Dealer. Mar 19 at 2. Official Receiver, 35, Vic- 
st, Liverpool 
—— Sunderland, Plumber. Mar 17 at 12. Official Receiver, 21, 


weett 
Satterthwaite, Edward, Barrow _in Furness, no occupation. Mar 18 at 3.30. 


Official Chapel st, Preston 

<a eas ee at , Staffordshire, Merchant. Mar 24 at 11. 
eceiver, Whi brs, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Derbyshire, Builder. r. Mar 20 at 2. Official Receiver, 





one Foie sie eae, Grocer. Mar 19 at 10.30. Official Receiver, 
Lancashire, Wheelwright. Mar 19 at 11. Official 


Spann, Ww. 
: "Hst’y Baine East ord, Nottinghamshire, out of business, Mar 18 at 


1 cial Receiver, Figtree 

Terrell, Gilbert Howard, Laurence Pountney lane, Solicitor. Mar 20 at 12. 
Bankruptcy bidge, Portural st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

bey oe 3 ld, Ironmonger. Mar 20 at 3. Official Receiver, New 

Tolso: Earlsheaton, nr Dewsbury, Blanket Raiser. Mar 17 at 10. 
Oficial Receiver, Bank chbrs, Ba 

— — mse, Black Licensed Victualler. Mar 23 at 3. 

Ww. ad a Soo (oan eotate 5 Burnie Cotton Manufacturer. 
‘Mar 19 a! iy N, —_) 

W: So enry, New Swindon, Clothier, othier. Mar 18 at 2. Official Receiver, 

Wor Seuin Thomas, Linsoott, rd, Clapton, Builder. Mar 2 at 11. Bank- 


at 3. Official iver, 39, Bond st, 
The following amended metion to enadtpnted Sox Chat published in the 


London Gazette of Mar 3, 1885. 

Briss, Be Samuel, and Frederick Webster, Halifax, Woolstaplers. Mar 20 at 11. 
ial Ihecabven, Townhall chbrs, Halifax 

ADJUDICATIONS. 


Allen, Daniel, Ryde, Iste of Wight, Grocer. Newport and Ryde. Pet Dec 8. 
Bare a Ord Mar 5 = . 
17. 
Ammons trong, Peter Peter, Newcastle on Tyne, Flour Merchant. Newcastle on Tyne. 
et Feb 20. Ord Mar 6 
A Thomas, Eldon st, Builder. High Court. Pet Dec17. Oni Mar5 
Barrel, Charies, Portobello rd, Notting hill, Cab Proprietor. High Court. Pet 
Bite Heery, L Luton, Bedfo Bleacher. Luton. Pet Feb3. Ord Maré 
Bleackle y Robert, Bolen Lancaskie, Cotton Mill Operative. Bolton. Pet Mar 
Bayes, John. 3, Jum, Wortington, Devonshire, Farmer. Bury St Edmunds. Pet 
Brenuigan, Thommen Stockton qn Tose, Tailor. Stockton on Tees and Middles- 
h. Pet Feb 25. Ord March 5 
Brook, Butterworth, Padiham, Lancashire, Grocer. Burnley. Pet Feb 18. Ori 
7 
chawner, Fred, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer. Leicester. Pet Feb 7. Oni 
Karsten, 9 James Teabstiige Wells, out of business. Tonbridge Wells. Pet Feb 


Cutler, ORdwand : Springbourne, nr Bournemouth, Builder. Poole. Pet 
March 5. Ord March 5 


Dawes, Alfred Larkin, Bournemouth, Music Seller’s Assistant. Poole. Pet 
Dixon, & ay i, ia Cumberland, Widow. Cockermouth and Workiug- 


* Por Feb 18 Ord Mareh 4 
rani, Daniel loucester, Solicitor. ae, Pet Feb 27. Ord March Tf 
Grogs, Abingdon. Berkshire, Plum Oxford. Pet —) 1. Ord 

arth 5 


Harbottle, wae, Thomas, Hews piowseatio on Tyne, General Draper. Newcastle on Tyne. 


Pet March 
ton. FAP 2. Ord March 5 
= John Rati eeeat Brigh ov Hick 
Pet Feb it. Ord Pet 
naira Sal ington st ; . a 


Kercher, a Cr Wine Merchant. Huddersfield. Pet Fed 
Lane, Walter, Newark upon Trent, Ironmonger. Nottingham. Pet Feds. Ord 
Mangan eephnnes etnsatin Sate Leicester. Pet Jan 2. 

anning, Oliver, Potterspury, Northamptonshire, Farmer, Northampton. Pct 


wee Pty Cheshire, Builder, Nantwich and Crewe. Pet Fed 2. 


ord 
Bossy erga ieee conta TE taeee That Barclean auld Tunstall. 
ae en CNidtherhithe, Surrey, Rope Deales. High Court, Pet Jan 2% 
Newton, Frank Edgar, Oxford, China Merchant, Oxford, Pet Feb it, Ort 
Pee ccwe Clarina, Haddereiehd, Weel Butwacton. Mnbiaceiabl, Bet Dine 


6 Ord Mar 
Pearce Foun Nottingham, Box Maken Nottingham. Pet Feb, Ord Maré 
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a W..,@racechurch st, Timber Merchant. High Court. Pet Dec1. Ord 
ine Pl &, Joshus Anderson, Ilkley, Yorkshire, out of business. Bradford. Pet CONTENTS. 
ree eee ee en Selle, SS | ee TOPIOG weneee-ceeerecee--s; S13 / ‘The Ocean Steamship Oo. v. 
ae as Barnsley, Yorkshire, Smallware Dealer. Barnsley. Pet Feb 5. Ord | RETURN p  ABricLip souietn ai m:... "Api i ar od ea ie. 
” der Chas artes } Thaddeus, Newton Abbot, Devonshire, Broker. Exeter. Pet = g ORGANIZATION OF A SOLICETON'S ae! 2B AxEBUPICY Saal OE OED a 
oar Satterthwato, Haward, Barrow in Furness, no occupation. Preston. Pet Feb Conmaarosiige vevvoven od Ex parte The Trastee, in ie 22 
hay Donat, Bolin tancnatire, Beker “Bolten, Pet March 4. Ord Comm OF APE rant vse 219 ES Nicholls, ay 32 
7. >> Philip Albert, Dudley, Worcestershire, Grocer. Dudley. Pet Feb 19. Ord Bagington ¥. apeeennes sor sevens a8 ar pcs field, Ips Gimegpis + m4 
a Spann, Richard, Warrington, Lancashire, Wheelwright. Warrington. Pet Mar a aS Tequnge, Henbury, & Oe 4 “The oo SOLIETTORS er. 
* Detley, Susanna, Huddersfield, Ironmonger. Huddersfield, Pet March 6. Ord as Couns og Jumma : Ee =i = re Chafers ia solicit): seeees 324 
: reer, Ora March Pan ens Fe. eee a "a Canth iintted) ee as | A Lncat lame A et te 
in, Oscar Ferdinand, Northumberland alley, Fenchurch st, Gum Merchant. | The fanont Co, ve HP. Horse hry a ee 
Woe z, W.. Bethnal Green, Slide Box Manufacturer. High Court. Pet Dec 2. | mE Sprmacrats «onsen sores - 32 * 
‘Wyeth, George Thom homes Allen, Blackheath, Coach Wheelwright. Greenwich. Pet Danby’. Vento aoe: 277°2 
ag = oy = Ine Rowe, Rowe ¥. Rowe‘... gat | Oumpnrons Gian 200-000. 225 
Septhem, Charles, Brighton, Upholsterer. Brighton. Adjud Aug 7. Annul | Binith v. crite ld . .. 17" 392 | Lonpon GAZETTES, &c., &c.......---. 329 
SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA.| EDE AND SOW, EUROPE, - 
Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. ASIA; 


Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest mality | RO MAKERS ‘Th os 
with the excess of fat extracted. ° BE abs , : 


LIFE & MARINE. 


Awint 2. AFRICA, 
re ae 


Ty | . . 
teaie Fteooey 8 got _ A ead f, Luncheon, oF | BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, Capital fully subscribed . e2s00000 €@Z 
Corner and inyaluable for Invalids and Children.” | To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the | Total invested Funds, upwardsof £2,000, 


ghly out ena by the a mee a Press. Judicial Bench Corporation of London &c. | otal annual premium income exceeds £1,000, 
Being out sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits | aan ston | Conn: Low 
all palates keeps for years in all climates, and is four | Campy Osram: 39 amp 9%, . — ‘= iid 


times the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED | ROBES FOR QUREN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS 








— &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER than such | ORTHERN ASSURANCE COMPANY. 
, 
er Inetantan ation onto rece ty Me aon FIRE AND LIFE. AT HOME AND ABROAD. 
: toa a P, costing less than a nn | d Gowns trars, 
Cocoatrwa 4 La VANiztR is the most delicate, Tigestible, | hee Wigs er jeer Cea, | Lomxpown: 1, Moorgate-street, E.C, Aszapsen: 3, 
cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when —- : SRDS (169 
— er chocolate 4 prohibi Ti R INCOME & FUNDS (1883) :— 
In tins at 1s. 6d., 3s., 58. 6d., &c., by Chemists and PRATION ROLES. BAIVERSITY & GLERCT GOWNS Fire Premiuns .. = -» £520,000 
Giettesca tase 1p ororers. ne inte - ESTABLISHED 1689, } Life Premiurs . 0 ee on 134°000 
ial Terms by the Sole Proprietor, } Interest... ove oe ove oe 
H. Scuwarrzzr &(o.,10 Adam-st.,Strand,Iondon, W. | 94, CHANCERY LANE, LON OGN , Accumulated Fund a eee $2,890 co” 








PRUDENTIAL ASSURANCE COMPANY, LIMITED, 


HOLBORN BARS, LONDON. 
THIRTY-SIXTH ANNUAL REPORT; 


FOR THE YEAR ENDING 31st DECEMBER, 1884. 








co DIRECTORS have much pleasure in presenting their Report and Accounts for the year 1884. 
The Funds have been increased during the year by the sum of £862,606—namely, in the Ordinary Branch £158,840, and 
in the Industrial Branch £703,766, raising the total assets of the Company to £4,711,464. 


ORDINARY BRANCH. 
The New Business of this Branch for the year consists of 11,823 Policies, assuring the sum of £1,859,361, and producing 
a New Annual Premium Income of £58,580, 


The Premiums of the year are £238,868, being an increase of £45,881 over the year 1883. The total increase for the firs 
three years of the Quinquennium is £97,611, 

The claims of the year amount to £112,474. The number of Deaths was 644, and 45 Endowment Assurances matured. 

The rate of expenditure of the Branch slightly exceeds Ten per cent. on the Premium Income. 

The number of Policies in force in this Branch is 51,835. 


INDUSTRIAL BRANCH. 
The Premiums received during the year are £2,644,516, being an increase of £140,208. 
The Claims of the year amount to £1, 003,273, The number of Deaths was 126,558. 
The number of Policies in force in this Branch is 6,302,890. 


_ The total expenses of the Branch show a reduction in the rate of expenditure of fully Two per cent. on the Premium Income. 


THOS. C. DEWEY, } y 
WILLIAM HUGHES, § “4"9°rS- 


W. J. LANCASTER, Secretary. 
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